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ABSTRACT
Without question, the Clark County School District, centered in Las 
Vegas, Nevada, has experienced a pattern of tremendous growth over the last 
decade. During that period, dozens of new schools have been built to alleviate 
the overcrowded conditions, with many more being needed as the population 
continues to expand. According to the literature, however, bigger school 
districts do not always mean better educated students, and the Clark County 
School District consequently has had to contend with a growing number of 
vocal community members concerned about its size and the perceived 
problems that accompany it.
In light of these facts, a telephone survey was conducted in Clark 
County using a random sample of adult citizens. The purpose of the survey 
was to ascertain the respondents’ opinions on both the perceived problems of 
the Clark County School District as related to its size, as well as the proposed 
solutions to those problems. These items were gathered from public testimony 
given during several legislative hearings held during 1995 and 1996 to consider 
deconsolidating the Clark County School District. In addition, the respondents 
were asked to provide certain demographic information in order to compare 
their answers concerning the problems and solutions with their personal
iii
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positions as members of the adult community. The subjects included randomly 
selected adult citizens residing within the geographic boundaries of the Clark County 
School District.
Findings from this study do not support the opinions expressed during the 
legislative committee hearings indicating that the Clark County School District is 
becoming ineffective as an educational entity in Clark County. They do, however, 
correlate directly with the perception that CCSD is becoming increasingly inefficient 
because of its expanding size. In addition, there appears to be little disparity of 
opinion based on different demographic characteristics. With few exceptions, 
differences in living arrangements, household income, formal education, presence of 
children in Clark County School District schools, or voting history had little effect on 
the opinions expressed in this study.
IV
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
In January 1954, in response to concerns that the wide range of school 
district classifications and placements in Nevada would hamper the state’s 
ability to formulate and implement a taxing system for public education, the 
Governor’s School Survey Committee authorized the Division of Surveys and 
Field Services of the George Peabody College for Teachers in Nashville, 
Tennessee, to conduct a comprehensive study of the problems facing public 
education in Nevada. Accompanying this authorization was the direction to 
the Division, as it was called, "to determine the conditions in Nevada schools, 
to identify problems that require solutions, and to express its professional 
judgment as to the proper solutions of the problems" fSurvey Report. 1954).
In addition, the Division was charged with completing the survey as quickly as 
possible so that the upcoming 1V55 legislative session might be able to act on 
whatever recommendations were proposed. Eleven months later, on 
November 6, 1954, the Peabodv Report was presented to the state for its 
consideration.
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2While the bulk of the information presented on that date was devoted 
to an examination of present conditions in the state’s classrooms with 
recommendations for change, the Peabodv Report did contain a section that 
discussed the current composition of Nevada’s school districts in 1954, and 
advanced the opinion that a significant change should be made for the sake of 
"adequacy, economy, and efficiency that any school district plan should meet" 
(Survey Report, p. 37). That change called for the designation of the 17 
counties in Nevada as independent school districts replacing the 173 districts 
that were then in place.
The committee’s recommendation for this re-alignment was based on 
several rationales, all of which were related in one way or another to the 
desirability of local control in the determination of school policy and practice. 
In addition, because the report contained the admission that the county-as- 
school-district plan would not be as feasible for some areas as others, it 
permitted certain smaller units to combine as needed to meet the adequacy, 
economy, and efficiency standard it had set.
On the other side of the spectrum, however, the report specifically 
recognized that even though both Clark and Washoe counties contained large 
metropolitan areas that could be considered as school districts themselves 
because their size met the criterion established in the report, the children in 
the rural portions of both counties would be educationally deprived if this 
were allowed to happen. Thus, the Division decided in its deliberation to
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3forego its pre-set size parameters in these two situations in favor of larger 
entities that would not allow the students in the two rural areas to be "cut off 
from the educational leadership extending from Las Vegas and Reno if ± e  
two cities were constituted as separate independent school districts" (Survey 
Report, p. 42).
The Peabody Report ended its recommendations with the 
admonishment that its staff "had the strong conviction that Nevada’s city 
school systems should not be allowed to remain aloof from the state-wide 
program, but should constitute the nucleus of the respective programs in their 
counties" (Survey Report, p. 42). In essence, with these two concluding 
statements, the Clark County School District (CCSD) was allowed to grow 
during the ensuing years unhampered by any additional state directions or 
restraints regarding its size, internal boundaries, or general management. In 
shon, regardless of how its numbers fit the 1955 Peabodv Report from its 
initial implementation until the present day, because the report included in its 
original wording allowances for unique and exclusive expansion considerations, 
CCSD was given the implicit approval to grow and expand as was necessary, 
regardless of pre-existing constraints.
To their credit, the politicians who comprised the Nevada Legislature’s 
membership did not spend the period of time from 1956 to 1995 oblivious to 
the possible problems that CCSD’s explosive growth could create. In research 
completed for the 1995 Nevada Legislative Commission’s Subcommittee to
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4Study the Reconfiguration of School Districts in Nevada (SSRSD), it was 
surmised that "beginning about 1975, a measure of sentiment existed for some 
of the state’s larger school districts to be broken up into smaller districts to 
obtain a better quahty of education for the children within those districts" 
(Sturm, 1995). This refers specifically to the eight different state governmental 
actions or pieces of legislation introduced in the Nevada Legislature between 
1975 and 1995. Each measure was designed either to study ± e  system in 
place in an attempt to determine if specific numerical constraints should be 
placed on school district population, or to "review the concept of the 
deconsolidation of the CCSD" as a separate entity (Sturm, p. 12).
What is significant is that not one of these measures came to fruition, 
obviously lacking the public support necessary to compel the members of the 
legislature to adopt them. Further, while one of the measures introduced in 
1995 was adopted as Senate Concurrent Resolution 30 (SCR 30), which 
established the SSRSD and appropriated funding for consultant fees to study 
school district size in the state, the minutes from the meetings of the 
committee point out that only a handful of constituents were interested 
enough to appear at those gatherings and state their opinion, even when the 
sum of 5300,000 was appropriated to an out-of-state firm for the purpose of 
proposing changes to Nevada state law and, possibly, Nevada state taxing 
structures (SSRSD Minutes, File No. 161).
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5The reasons for this demonstrated lack of public interest in legislative 
attempts to change Nevada’s school district plan since 1956 are not known.
But the fact remains that, when given the opportunity to provide input into a 
legislative process that could ultimately affect the configuration of their local 
school districts as well as their future tax-paying responsibihties, the majority 
of citizens have chosen not to participate. Consequently, any proposed change 
in school district boundaries undertaken past the 1956 adoption of the 
coterminous-county statute for school district formulation has been dealt with 
by the state legislature without the benefit of substantial public input. This 
situation is in direct contrast to the prevailing literature on leadership that 
suggests that, to govern wisely, those in the position to make decisions should 
actively seek input in the decision-making process, and not just the consent, of 
those who are to be most affected by the proposed changes (Westmeyer,
1990).
The Clark County School District (CCSD) has expanded in student 
population at an almost unprecedented rate since the adoption of the Peabodv 
Report’s recommendations (CCSD Annual Enrollment Report. 1995). During 
the past nine years, over 60 new schools have been built in the district, with 
many opening at or above capacity. In addition, with the opening of school in 
1995, the CCSD ranked tenth in school district size in the United States with 
more than 166,000 students. Along with this growth, however, has come the 
realization that the CCSD is no longer the small, personal entity that it once
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6was. Now, the CCSD finds itself continually grappling with many problems 
that were previously non-existent. As a result, the district appears to be 
unresponsive to the more personal concerns of its constituents due to time 
constraints and job expectations. In addition, those who favor the status quo 
of a  larger, bureaucratic structure such as the CCSD, have had to contend with 
the growing amount of research which disavows the previously accepted 
economic benefits of such entities (Guthrie, 1979; Walberg & Fowler, 1987).
The perception of inefficiency of the CCSD’s operation due to its 
burgeoning size resulted in the introduction of two separate pieces of 
legislation in the 1995 session of the Nevada State Legislature. The legislation 
provided a means for school district down-sizing in the state (Senate Bill 511 
[SB 511]; .Assembly Bill 664 [AB 664]).
Aimed primarily at the CCSD. but also written to include the Washoe 
County School District in the Reno area, each bill presented a method for 
dividing up the larger school districts in Nevada on the basis of either general 
or student population. While both proposals were deemed unacceptable by 
various factions in each legislative house, they did spawn a concurient 
resolution calling for a two-year interim study of the problem.
The interest in deconsolidating the CCSD has prevailed through 
considerable controversy. It has been successful in remaining in the spotlight 
of public interest and, as a result, has led to three separate acts of legislation 
introduced during the 1995 legislative session that would empower local
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
7governmental entities to deconsolidate. SB 511, the initial attempt at 
legislating a change in school district make-up, and AB 664, which quickly 
followed, were similar in format in that they both represented a revision of the 
Nevada Revised Statute (N.R.S.) 386 governing school districts and their 
operation. Their major difference, however, lay in the areas of responsibility 
or obligation for determining the establishment of a new school district, as 
well as the criteria for determining appropriate size and geographical area 
once such a movement is begun.
SB 511 made the city council the determining agent in deconsolidation, 
but only on a voluntary basis, and only if its population exceeded 25,000 
residents. It set three parameters for this occurrence, directing that 10% of 
registered voters must petition for a special election, that a majority of voters 
in the election approve the formation of a new district, and that another 
special election be held to determine the initial members of the new district’s 
board of trustees. SB 511 further allowed for two or more smaller contiguous 
cities to form a single district provided that their combined population also 
exceeded 25,000. Finally, SB 511 restricted any formation of a new district in 
a lesser-populated county if the newly-formed entity realized a student 
population of less than 5,000.
AB 664 placed the mandatory responsibility for creating new school 
geographical areas with current boards of trustees of any district over 50,000 in 
student population. It further dictated that such realignments must be done
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8with the reasonable assurance that any new district created would not have
fewer than 20,000, or more than 50,000 students once it was established.
Because it mandated pre-determined smdent populations, AB 664 did not
provide any vehicle for voter input other than the expected contact that occurs
with one’s elected school district representative.
The third piece of legislation, SCR 30, was put into action to facilitate a
two-year study of deconsolidation, taking into account the differing approaches
of the previous pieces of proposed legislation, with recommendations being
made for possible action in 1997. In addition, it included a direction to the
SSRSD to examine
. . . whether the educational needs of the pupils in this state 
would be better served by dividing large school districts into 
smaller school districts; and the best method to divide large 
school districts, including whether smaller districts should be 
created which would be independent of a county school district, 
or whether a county school district should administer smaller 
school districts within a county. (SCR 30. Sec. 2, lines 16-23)
SCR 30 gave the SSRSD the added responsibility of determining whether
deconsolidation was feasible not only economically, but educationally as well
(see Appendix A).
The wording of SCR 30 did not provide directions to the SSRSD as to
the type of methodology to be used for conducting a study to determine the
necessity for reconfiguring the school districts in the state of Nevada.
Specifically, like its Senate and Assembly predecessors, SCR 30 made no
mention, directly or indirectly, of requesting, gathering, or recording general
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9public opinion on the issue to be studied, even though whatever 
recommendations that were made could have profound effects on the tax- 
paying responsibilities of the residents of the state. In addition, the proposal 
submitted to the SSRSD by Management Planning and Analysis Associates 
(MAP), the firm ultimately chosen to conduct the interim study, did not 
mention plans to conduct input meetings with the general public.
Consequently, the ability of the adult citizens in Nevada to voice their opinion 
on deconsolidating the larger school districts was left to the determination of 
the committee. To its credit, the SSRSD did, upon awarding the contract for 
the interim study to .VLAP, request that it hold public meetings in each of the 
17 counties to gather public input.
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was four-fold: (a) to determine the opinion of 
a scientifically drawn sample of adult citizens in Clark County regarding the 
ongoing discussion concerning the deconsolidation of the Clark County School 
District (CCSD), (b) to determine the degree of agreement of this sample 
concerning a set of perceived problems related to size and proposed solutions 
drawn from public testimony before the Nevada Legislative Commission’s 
Subcommittee to Study the Reconfiguration of School Districts (SSRSD), (c) 
to provide an analysis of the opinions of the survey respondents according to 
the seven school board districts in which they resided, and (d) to analyze the
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opinions gathered in terms of selected demographic characteristics of the 
survey respondents.
Research Questions
This study was designed to answer the following research questions:
1. To what degree was a random sample of adult citizens 
knowledgeable of the ongoing discussion concerning the size 
(enrollment) of the CCSD?
2. To what extent did a random sample of adult citizens agree or 
disagree with a set of perceived problems of the CCSD related 
to its size that emerged from testimony of citizens before the 
SSRSD?
3. To what extent did a random sample of adult citizens agree or 
disagree with a set of proposed solutions for the CCSD related 
to its size that emerged from testimony of citizens before the 
SSRSD?
4. What statistically significant relationships existed between the 
overall opinions recorded for the study and the opinions of the 
respondents according to the geographical representative areas 
in which they resided?
5. What statistically significant relationships existed between the 
general overall opinions recorded for the study and the 
demographic characteristics of the respondents?
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Definition of Terms
Adult Citizen: As applied to the survey instrument, adult citizens were 
defined as all participants over the age of 18 who reside in Clark County, 
Nevada.
Deconsolidation: As used in this study, indicated the legislative action 
that would break up an existing larger Nevada school district into smaller 
districts to obtain a better quality of education for the children within those 
districts (Sturm, 1995).
Demographic Characteristics: For the purpose of this study, 
demographics referred to specific characteristics of the survey respondents 
including living arrangements, total adult household income, formal education, 
presence of children in CCSD schools, and voter history.
School Board District: Indicated the seven geographical divisions of the 
CCSD each of which is represented by a specific school district trustee.
Rationale
This study was intended to determine the general attitude of a random 
sample of adult citizens in Clark County towards the deconsolidation of the 
CCSD. Members of their elected legislature could then use this information 
when making decisions that could have a significant impact on future tax­
payers’ responsibilities. In addition, this study also provided information on 
the general public’s perception of the current effectiveness and efficiency of 
the CCSD in educating the children who attend its schools, as well as its
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responsibility for providing its constituency with information that can be used 
to make an informed decision on the deconsolidation issue. It also examined 
the respondents’ opinions according to the school board representative area of 
the CCSD in which they reside. Finally, it also measured the extent to which 
respondent opinions differed by selected demographic characteristics.
Limitations and Delimitations
The following limitations and delimitations are important to consider 
when reviewing the findings of this study:
1. The information gathered for this study was obtained by a 
random telephone sampling of adult citizens in Clark County.
2. The findings are not generalizable to any other school district.
3. This study did not attempt to consider all variables that would 
tend to have an effect on perceptions and opinions of the 
respondents in this study.
4. Because the focus of this study entails only Clark County, the 
term decotisoliUaiion will be used specifically to signify the 
reconfiguration nucleus of the SSRSD investigation.
Significance of the Study
This study is relevant at this particular time because of the current 
legislative action by the SSRSD to determine whether the boundaries of the 
county-wide school districts in Nevada should be changed after existing for 40
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years. Although much of the current literature has been concerned with the 
perception that smaller schools equate to better educational opportunities for 
children (Barker, 1986; Howley, 1989), the beneficial educational aspects 
resulting firom the creation of smaller school districts are less well-documented 
(Friedkin & Necochea, 1988). In addition, many misconceptions and much 
misinformation exist regarding the deconsolidation process and the possible 
impact of a decision to allow districts to downsize (SSRSD Legislative 
Minutes, Meetings 1-6).
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW  OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction
This review of the literature contains information regarding optimal size 
of school districts in general, economies of scale as they are applied to 
educational entities, and considerations about school district academic and 
monetary efficiency. In addition, this review also provides an accounting of 
the historical process of school district configuration in the state of Nevada as 
background for exploring the efficacy of district deconsolidation in this state. 
Finally, also included is a summary of the concerns expressed by the citizens of 
the state during the public input sections of the interim meetings held 
throughout the state by the Nevada Legislative Commission’s Subcommittee to 
Study the Reconfiguration of School Districts in Nevada (SSRSD).
School District Size 
The concept of the ideal size for a school district has been debated, 
researched, and discussed for the past 50 years. Initially, the arguments were 
devoted to the determination of an ideal number of students deemed 
necessary to offer diversified programs and additional services, as well as to
14
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attract more qualified personnel to operate and administer those offerings. As 
tm outcome of the industrial revitalization following World War II, the 
discussion on school district size often followed a "bigger is better" point of 
view and adhered to the same tenets as privately owned companies and 
businesses. Consequently, school district efficiency was analyzed using 
economies of scale developed for the industrial population, and cost analysis, 
curriculum offerings, student achievement, and staffing patterns were 
considered to be the most important variables in determining efficiency of 
certain sizes (Webb, 1989).
During these discussions, various sizes were touted as the most 
advantageous for outcome production. The problem, however, was that each 
side of the argument was based on the contention of different desirable 
effects. Those who advocated school districts in the 40,000 to 50,000 student 
range as being the most effective were quick to point out that as economies of 
scale went, the ability to educate that many students meant that every 
educational dollar was being utilized to the fullest extent that could be 
expected. On the other hand, proponents of districts in the 5,000 student 
category looked to different outcomes such as lower dropout rates and higher 
SAT scores as proof that their argument was the most viable (Ornstein, 1989).
A number of advocates for the benefits of smallness, even in fiscal 
areas where this was deemed to be not feasible, continued their fight. The 
premise utilized by these proponents was that smaller school districts could not
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only be more productive in terms of student achievement, but they would also 
be more economical in the areas of lower student dropout rates and less 
juvenile delinquency. Basing their argument on figures released in each 
decade since 1930, they pointed out that those districts ranked in the lowest 
10% in size were not listed in the highest percentages of cost inefficiency.
Thus, taking into account the concept of student achievement and community 
benefit, they contended that their increased production output was also cost 
efficient (Ornstein, 1989).
One could make a case for either point of view (Ornstein, 1989). The 
fact of the m atter remains, however, that since the early 1980s, more and more 
educational researchers have opted for the opposite "smaller is more effective" 
viewpoint, recognizing that "even though the education dollar might be under­
utilized according to industrial standards, the outputs of education, i.e.: the 
various types of learning experiences that take place, are extremely complex 
and not subject to easy interpretation" (Ramirez, 1993, p. 87).
Organizational Scale and School Success 
The seminal article on organizational scale and school success was 
published by James Guthrie in 1979. Virtually every research piece that 
followed his work put its own concepts and ideas to use either in defense or in 
contradiction of those that were expressed by Guthrie almost 20 years ago. In 
his article, which was originally prepared for the National Institute of 
Education, Guthrie was the first to contradict the "bigger is better" theory of
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organizational scale, going so far as to say that the continued production of 
larger and larger school systems was being carried out "in the absence of 
persuasive analysis that the movement had achieved the objectives held by 
either its past or present advocates" (Guthrie, 1979, p. 17). As he continued 
his comments, Guthrie also contended that the formation of larger school 
districts had failed to produce any measurable cost savings or gains, and may, 
in some cases, have had a  detrimental effect on local allegiance to school 
districts and /o r local control over their operation.
As a basis for proof of his assertion, Guthrie pointed out that during 
the tremendous growth period of United States school districts from 1930 to 
1972. the per-pupil expenditure in schools increased from $90 to almost 
$1,000. Even when discounted for inflation, this is more than a 400% increase 
(Guthrie, p. 19). This increase occurred at a time when the economies of 
scale that were supposed to result from school district growth were being 
forecast.
Additionally, Guthrie contended that generalities on optimum school 
district size were also hazardous because of the wide disparity of conditions 
present in both rural and urban schools. Thus, even though it may seem 
logical to believe that larger districts can be more cost efficient due to such 
items as centralized purchasing, lower administrative costs, and decreased 
transportation expenses, other factors such as material distribution costs, 
vandalism expenses, and higher percentages of insurance claims tend to negate
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these savings. Guthrie recognized that larger school districts are much better 
equipped to service what are termed "special" students because their numbers 
are usually sufficient to bear the added instructional cost. He countered this, 
however, with the assertion that, for those he labeled "normal" children, "the 
advantages of size so strongly proclaimed by consolidation advocates are 
seldom supported empirically" (p. 22).
Guthrie concluded his analysis with the idea that large school systems 
have had an additional, and maybe more detrimental, effect on their 
customers, the children who utilize their schools. According to him, increased 
organizational scale appeared to have altered "parent participation in the life 
of their children’s school and the general public’s participation in school 
governance" (Guthrie, p. 23). Recognizing that the opportunity for face-to- 
face interaction has been substantially reduced over that which existed in the 
past, Guthrie asserted that it is up to state and local school officials to make 
"better informed judgments" when making decisions that relate to the public’s 
perception of their owm accessibility to their neighborhood schools (Guthrie, p. 
23).
In 1987, Walberg and Fowler addressed Guthrie’s main argument by 
asserting that cost savings could not be automatically assumed because of 
larger school district expenditures. In response to Guthrie’s assertion that it 
was "unclear whether school expenditure increases lead to increases in quality 
or output" (Guthrie, 1979, p. 26), Walberg and Fowler stated their research
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showed "no consistent association between spending on education-including 
total per-student expenditures as well as specific spending on such things as 
class-size reductions, physical facilities, teacher salaries, and the like-and how 
much students learn" (Walberg & Fowler, 1987, p. 6). They also added that 
even though schooling doubled its share of the American economy firom about 
3% to 6% in real prices from 1930 to 1970, it was nevertheless "unprogressive 
when it came to productivity" (Walberg & Fowler, p. 6).
Webb (1989) recognized that school districts have traditionally grown 
much larger at the expense of local feelings of intimacy and control. In 
addition, she contended that even though it was initially expected that only 
larger districts could be more cost efficient while offering a full range of 
programs and services, much of the research "failed to address questions of 
program quality of student output, assuming that all districts offer equivalent 
products which differ only in price" (Webb, 1989, p. 129).
Jewell (1989) studied the effect that certain variables had on the 
effectiveness of larger-sized school districts in the nation. His findings 
revealed that the variables considered to be most influential on the success of 
larger-sized school districts were levels of household income, overall costs, 
minority enrollments, college test scores, graduation rates, teacher salaries, 
pupil/teacher ratios, private school enrollments within the districts, and 
taxpayer willingness to undergo sacrifices to pay the cost of public education. 
Sheer school district size, he discovered, was not related to matters of
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educational importance, adding that states with higher proportions of smaller 
school districts not only had higher SAT and ACT scores as well as increased 
rates of graduation, but also appeared to achieve better results for students at 
equal cost. The difference, according to Jewell’s research, was in the general 
willingness of smaller districts to "spend a higher proportion of income on 
public education" (Jewell, 1989, p. 151).
Walberg ( 1989) contended that local education authorities have 
consistently been pressured by state politicians into consolidating smaller 
educational units into larger school districts in the name of fiscal efficiency. 
Consequently, states have ended up with greater-sized schools, more 
specialization in all areas, and an increased complexity in the central 
administration staff. While this may have seemed to be exactly what was 
considered to be necessary to improve the quality of the nation’s schools, it 
also resulted in "greater physical and psychological distance of central 
governance and management from local practitioners and consumers of 
educational services" (Walberg. 1989, p. 155).
Walberg also added that an additional factor was occurring 
simultaneously that augmented this transformation of United States education 
from an informal system of community control into a large-scale bureaucratic 
organizational structure. As states increased their monetary assistance to local 
districts to implement and maintain additional programs which addressed 
specific students’ needs, they also demanded and received more control over
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the decision-making processes within those districts under the adage that
"those who pay the fiddler call the time" (Walberg, p. 159).
In responding to available research, Walberg insisted that few
theoretically sound empirical analyses existed that could be used as proof that
the rush to establish larger school districts was a sound idea. Instead, he
argued that the larger body of evidence showed that "smaller districts on the
average may be more effective and efficient: Their students appear to score
higher on standardized tests (other things being equal) and they may be more
satisfying to parents and citizens" (Walberg, 1989, p. 154). Labeling this idea
the "small-size effect," Walberg concluded by reasoning that school boards in
smaller entities were traditionally better informed about preferences and
conditions in the smaller number of schools for which they were responsible.
McGuire (1989) discussed the ongoing size controversy in terms of
quality versus cost. He saved his strongest argument for an analysis of the
importance of the utilization of the resources that are available to school
districts. In McGuire’s eyes, current research has identified a fairly consistent
set of themes for effective schools:
. . . strong leadership; high expectations for students and 
teachers; individualized instruction and attention; fair and 
frequent feedback to both teachers and students; ongoing 
parent/community involvement; sound classroom management 
techniques; a positive and orderly school climate; and a healthy 
balance of activities fostering the intellectual, physical, 
emotional, and social development of students. (McGuire, 1989, 
p. 170)
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McGuire contended that while small districts may seem to have an edge in
attaining many of these attributes, it is not beyond the capabilities of larger
districts to insure their implementation as well.
Berlin and Cienkus (1989) reviewed the main points of contention of
the previous research and pointed out that as a group, they all were reluctant
to consider the issue of size in a vacuum. Each used it as a springboard to
discuss other extenuating variables that were either enhanced or mitigated with
the growth or shrinkage of the school district. As they mentioned, most data
seemed to indicate that the factor of size has some influence on educational
outcomes, but it is usually
. . . mediated by other factors such as social-economic status 
(SES). . . .  In the final analysis, size may be important, but only 
after we determine the best configuration of schools. The 
relationship of size to cost, which is usually incorporated into any 
discussion of size, is still much too nebulous as of this writing to 
contribute to a reasonable discussion of the realities of size as an 
issue. (Berlin & Cienkus, p. 230)
As a final thought, Berlin and Cienkus added that the "smaller" idea usually
seemed to work better because
. . . people seem to learn, to change, and to grow in situations in 
which they feel they have some control, some personal influence, 
some efficacy. Those situations in which parents, teachers, and 
students are bonded together in the pursuit of learning are likely 
to be the most productive. (Berlin & Cienkus, p. 231)
The remainder of the literature relating specifically to school district
size and organizational scale was similar in its examination of the extenuating
factors that are necessarily considered in relationship to district size. Ornstein
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(1989), for example, mentioned that, even though larger school districts have 
been thought to bring about more effective schools through an increased tax 
base, an enhanced quality in professional persoimel, and an augmented range 
of programs and special services which occur even as the overall cost per 
student is reduced, the data on larger school districts remain inconclusive. 
According to his research, Ornstein also contended that larger school districts 
can have a demoralizing effect on students, parents, and the community-at- 
large because of the perception of loss of local control. In addition, he 
asserted that local taxpayers, who normally support plans for saving money, 
have often refused to endorse the concept of larger school districts because of 
the negative control factor they envisioned (Ornstein. 1989).
As another case in point. Monk (1993) echoed Ornstein's position when 
he discussed the importance of considering all factors, not just size, in the 
pursuit of the achievement of desirable results. As an educational policy 
writer. Monk envisioned three additional factors that must be taken into 
account by any state or local government entity that is attempting to establish 
optimum school district size. First, because each school district is unique, any 
attempt to reorganize or set a size parameter must be done from an 
individualistic viewpoint. Thus, the role of "expert knowledge" is greatly 
reduced, and "experiences gained elsewhere will be relatively inapplicable" 
(Monk, p. 42). Second, as more research on learning outcomes is completed 
and the resulting data become more readily available, it will become less
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important for states to remain involved in setting universal size parameters, 
and more important for the educational community to use accountability 
systems that are driven by measured outcomes. Finally, school district officials 
and members of the legislature need to remain cognizant of the existence of 
several novel approaches to the reform of organizational structures. In this 
way, those decisions that are reached, though not as timely as some might 
desire, will be made with a more complete understanding of all the factors 
that necessarily need to be taken into account (Monk, 1993).
Swanson (1991) introduced the concept of "transaction costs" as a factor 
to be considered when discussing school district organizational scale.
According to Swanson, transaction costs, or the costs of communicating, 
coordinating, and deciding have "a lot to do with organizational culture and 
are likely to be an even greater influence in a human service industry such as 
education" (Swanson, p. 3). He asserted, too, that school culture, which has 
been proven to be an important factor influencing the academic achievement 
of children, can be defined as "the pattern of beliefs and expectations of the 
members of the school community that guide their predominant attitudes and 
behaviors" (Swanson, p. 3). As a result, transaction costs are lower in smaller 
districts because their cultures are more individualistic. Larger districts, in 
contrast, "tend to be hierarchic, impersonal, and act according to standardized 
rules and procedures, all of which seem to impede the learning process"
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(Swanson, p. 3). Thus, Swanson reasoned that their transaction costs are 
considerably higher.
Other researchers have proposed a variety of arguments in favor of 
smaller school districts, with some based on research and others on perception. 
Melnick (1986), for example, took a monetary point of view when he 
maintained that "no significant difference between small and large districts 
with respect to the cost of educating a student (Per Pupil Expenditure), or the 
ability to pay" existed even though he admitted that smaller districts usually do 
"pay a higher educational tax rate than large districts" (Melnick, p. 37). In 
another instance, Amos and Moody (1981) reported that larger districts, while 
able to offer a wider range of programs, had a history of negative correlations 
with mathematics, language arts, and vocabulary achievement in the lower 
elementary grades. In addition, Ornstein (1990) made the observation that, 
even though educators may not agree on the exact size that a school district 
should be, largeness has come to be considered "socially and psychologically 
detrimental, producing unacceptable behavior among many students. In many 
cases, this loneliness and despair become the perfect ingredients for increasing 
the likelihood of deviant student behavior" (Ornstein, p. 240).
In another case, Rogers (1987) asserted that even though larger school 
districts can offer a wider variety of programs and courses at the elementary 
and secondary level, a disproportionate percentage of students have actually 
taken advantage of them. Smaller districts, on the other hand, tend to instill
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more stringent requirements into the fewer courses and programs they offer, 
thus mitigating the diversity effect thought to be beneficial to the larger 
districts. In addition, Rogers discovered that other preconceived notions, such 
as per pupil cost, extra-curricular activities, and preparation for post-high 
school success, were not necessarily the exclusive property of the larger 
districts in his state. Therefore, if addressed wisely and planned carefully, 
these factors of organizational scale could also be beneficial to students in the 
smaller districts as well.
Friedkin and Necochea (1988) placed the entire large district - small 
district discussion into categories that they labeled positive and negative 
mechanisms. They suggested that any measurement of the organizational scale 
of a school district, regardless of its size, must be completed in reference to 
the opportunities (positive mechanisms) and/or constraints (negative 
mechanisms) inherent in its basic operation. They contended that large 
districts have more political influence than do smaller entities, but the large 
ones lack the collegial atmosphere and site-based decision making that smaller 
districts traditionally possess. On the other hand, while smaller districts 
usually offer smaller classes with more individualized attention, their larger 
counterparts can provide a much wider variety of courses, especially those 
intended for the lower and higher ranges of student ability. Thus, the issue of 
size may be considered as a trade-off, with socio-economic status (SES) the 
only real mitigating variable. In addition, according to their research (Friedkin
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& Necochea, 1988), any increase in SES tends to decrease the negative effect 
of the constraints and increase the positive influence of the opportunities.
This point of view is significant because it mirrors similar viewpoints held by 
several other researchers cited in this study.
As a part of its Information Aids series, the Educational Research 
Service (ERS) recognized in 1971 that the topic of optimum school district size 
would become a debatable issue in American educational circles. Even 
though the authors admitted that "optimum size of school districts varied from 
state to state," they provided a list of seven considerations that "cannot be 
reduced to statistics," but that should be taken into account when developing 
district size parameters on a local basis (ERS, Information Aids #8). 
Considerations include:
1. Scope of the Program: A comprehensive program of elementary 
and secondary education should be offered.
2. Range of Educational Services: A complete range of educational 
services, including special programs, remedial classes, health 
guidance, and counseling services should be offered.
3. The Communit): .A district should include one well-defined 
community or a group of inter-related communities which form a 
natural sociological area.
4. Administrative and Instructional Staff: A district's size should be 
sufficient to employ specialized administrative and supervisory
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personnel as well as teachers with preparation in all areas they 
are required to instruct.
5. Economic Base: The district should be financially able to supply 
the types of programs already specified.
6. Time and Distance from School: The district should be small 
enough in area so that students are not required to spend an 
inordinate amount of time in transit.
7. Racial Composition of the District: The district should, if 
feasible, include areas which contain a substantial number of 
members of minority groups.
Economies of Scale in Education
Guthrie (1979) was not totally complimentary about the concept of 
larger school districts and their ability to function with greater effectiveness 
and efficiency. Similarly, those researchers who have discussed economies of 
scale have been somewhat hesitant in their praise of these financial 
barometers as indicators of the benefits of larger school districts. The "bigger 
is better" point of view, once considered an assured tenet of both business and 
education, has come under increasing criticism as the educational community 
more closely defines the desired objectives of education. In short, economies 
of scale are not conducive to educational success when the desired output is 
measured in student learning and not in salary, purchasing, and maintenance 
costs. According to Bilow ( 1986), "We should be highly skeptical of
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recommendations regarding school and school district size and reorganization 
when they are based on broad claims about economies of scale and schools"
(p. 27).
Hoachlander and Choy (1982) consistently stated that neither large nor
small school districts could be seen as benefitting more from an analysis of
economy of scale. While admitting that, "in all the underlying theories on this
topic, exact economies of scale are uncertain" and "larger districts tend to be
in urban areas, where higher prices must be paid for material and personnel"
(p. 22), they concluded that breaking up a large urban district into smaller
components in the same geographical area does nothing to change the cost
factor. Additionally, they submitted that identifying economies of scale in
large districts is difficult because a general agreement on the content of a unit
of output is hard to obtain due to the tremendous number of interest groups
that must be served by a single educational entity. Thus, they stated,
. . . the most commonly used output measure in studies of size 
economies is enrollment or average daily attendance. And while 
these are reasonable measures of the quantity of students 
educated, they lack the additional characteristic of quality.
Unless quality is held constant, outputs measured by enrollments 
or average daily attendance cannot be meaningfully compared. 
(Hoachlander & Choy. p. 23)
Hanushek (1989) contended that specific economies of scale are not 
possible to apply to educational research because variations in school 
expenditures were not systematically related to variations in student 
performance. He stated that, because the basic determinants of instructional
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expenditure in a district are generally considered to be teacher experience, 
teacher education, and class size, most studies before his, "regardless of what 
other descriptors might be included, analyzed the effect of these factors on 
outcomes" (Hanushek, p. 46). He also asserted that those studies created a 
series of movements that encouraged teachers to become better educated, 
caused student/teacher ratios to decline, increased overall spending on 
education, and increased teacher salaries. He concluded, however, that "the 
results are startlingly consistent in finding no strong evidence" that any of these 
interventions had the expected positive effect on smdent achievement 
(Hanushek, p. 47). Therefore, Hanushek concluded that economy of scale 
measurements, when applied to those variables traditionally considered 
reliable barometers of educational efficiency, were ineffective in measuring the 
existence of increased educational outcomes.
Following these two major studies, other researchers focused various 
portions of their arguments on the misconceived benefits of economies of scale 
in education. Walberg (1989), for example, made the point that economies of 
scale were an unrealistic measure of production effectiveness in education 
because of the uneven influence of state and federal funds. In addition, even 
though he admitted that smaller districts may be forced to expend additional 
monies for administration and transportation costs, he contended that the 
greater physical and psychological distances inherent in larger districts greatly
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mitigated any benefits experienced through large-scale cost effectiveness 
(Walberg, 1989).
Similarly, H. W alberg III (1994) labeled economies of scale as applied 
to educational analysis "obsolete economic theories." He followed with the 
argument that, if an inverse relationship between value of output and size truly 
existed, then larger school districts would be incapable of producing quality 
outcomes, or well-educated students. He further asserted that larger 
bureaucratic organizations, a group in which he included large school districts, 
possess "identified organizational phenomena that reduced efficiency or 
productivity" (Walberg III, p. 20). He listed such items as "coordination costs" 
and "information problems" as being items that infringe upon cost 
effectiveness, and he maintained that because bureaucracies " favor standard 
operating procedures over more productive and client-satisfying innovations," 
they generally waste precious resources in search of the maintenance of the 
status quo (p. 20). Finally, Walberg (1994) argued that economies of scale 
have ceased to be an accurate measure of efficiency because of the forced 
intrusion of state and federal mandates which have created additional layers of 
bureaucracy.
It appears that the common point of agreement is that economies of 
scale is not necessarily the best measure of school district efficiency. For 
example, Kolderie (1995) contended that smaller district size, even if it was 
deemed more appropriate and/or feasible, should not be pursued without
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proper precautions being taken. As is similar in the case of many corporate 
downsizing movements, "smaller is not necessarily more responsive," and 
usually leads to additional fiscal, social, and racial disparities (Kolderie, 1995, 
p. 135).
Each of these writers examined the concept of economies of scale in
school districts from a slightly different angle, only to arrive at a similar
conclusion. As Bilow (1986) concluded:
It is clear that economies of scale are available in schooling. It 
is also clear that there exist diseconomies. What is not clear is 
the point at which diseconomies surpass the economies. This is 
because there is a multitude of factors determining this point, 
each of which raises serious problems of measurement and 
interpretation, (p. 26)
An Overview of the Development of School Districts 
in the State of Nevada 
The most comprehensive attempts made to reorganize or reconfigure 
the school districts in the state of Nevada were undertaken in the early to mid- 
1950s by a special commission appointed by the state legislature. These 
changes were not, however, the first made to the system through the efforts of 
the general populace or by legal decree. As far back as the existence of 
Nevada as a United States territory, the concept of school district 
reorganization, which generally falls into four historical time periods, has been 
a popular topic, and the idea of changing district size, purpose, direction, or 
boundaries has been an on-going process for over 130 years.
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I860 - 1900
The first school districts were local in control and were centered around 
the populated areas of the state. The first regulated school district, labeled a 
"Common School System," was established in 1861 by the Nevada Territorial 
Legislature. Through this measure, a County Superintendent was elected by 
the voters and given the duty of forming or deleting school districts within the 
state "in accordance with the common good" (Laws of the Territory of Nevada, 
1861). During the period from 1861 to 1865, the number of school districts 
increased from 10 to 34, and the student population grew from 200 to over 
1,300.
Once Nevada became a state in 1865. the first legislature was charged 
with the responsibility of maintaining a system of "common schools" by the 
state’s initial constitution. During its first session, this legislative body not only 
enacted statutes placing these schools into operation, but it also continued the 
state-wide position of a County Superintendent. In addition, it placed into law 
a mechanism for consolidation of existing school districts. According to this 
statute, if any two existing districts realized a need to join together for greater 
educational efficiency, the state of Nevada would condone such a move as long 
as the heads of 10 families from each of the pre-existing entities agreed to the 
merger (Sturm, 1995).
The remainder of this period proceeded without any drastic change in 
the status quo until the early to mid-1890s. During the legislative sessions
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occurring in those years, the elected representatives placed into law provisions 
for the formation of County Boards of Education which were to be elected by 
the general populace. These initial groups of school trustees were charged 
with supervising the County Superintendents as well as with determining the 
need for all future consolidation efforts. By end of this period, the 
number of smdents had increased to over 7,000, and they were enrolled in 234 
school districts (Research Division, Attachment A).
1900 - 1953
The changes realized in this second historical era were precipitated by 
the tremendous student population growth that occurred in the state’s schools 
during that time. From 1900 to 1950, the number of students quintupled to 
over 35,000, and by the time the Peabody Report was issued in 1953, 203 
separate school districts operated throughout the state.
Significant about this period is not the number but the types of changes 
put in place by the successive state legislatures. Because of the growth 
occurring in all areas, the lawmakers saw fit in the early 1900s to provide for 
four distinct types of school districts that could be placed into two classes.
Each district was labeled as either a Joint, Regular, Union, or County district, 
depending on how it was either formed or operated, and it was also classified 
as either first class (10 or more teachers), or second class (9 or fewer 
instructors). By creating this classification system and refining it only slightly 
from 1900 to 1947, the state was able to allow for the internal population
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
35
changes that were occurring constantly and having a profound effect on the 
schools in all areas.
The other changes initiated were designed to enhance the governance 
structure of the schools and not alter the boundaries of the districts. In 1915, 
the legislature created separate districts for the instruction of "manual training" 
and "domestic science." In 1911 and again in 1917, the legislature handed the 
supervision of the districts over to the various county commissioners and made 
them responsible for the creation and/or dissolution of school districts within 
their area of control as they saw fit. In 1939, the first mention of high schools 
occurred in the state law books, and in 1947, the classifications of 
Consolidated, District, and Combined District were added as more variations of 
the original four types were necessitated by changes in population. Other than 
this growth, however, the Nevada educational system remained at the status 
quo until the mid-1950s (Sturm, 1995).
1953 - 1956
This time period of only three years represents a turning point in the 
direction of public education in Nevada. Although the literature of the day 
does not specifically state why this major reorganization was undertaken, three 
recurrent themes are stated in both the existing historical papers as well as in 
the original Survey Digest published upon the completion of the Peabody 
Report (Gaw, 1955; McClurkin, 1954). They are:
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1. Although the need for formulating and administering a state 
financing system seemed evident, it was considered difficult to do 
given the 200 separate school districts in existence in the seven 
different categories that had been created.
2. Many large areas of the state were not a part of any district, 
having no students in them. Consequently, they were also not 
liable to pay any taxes specifically earmarked for schools under 
the present system.
3. Any attempt to impose local or state taxes for educational 
purposes in 1953 would have been further complicated by the 
large number of school districts that overlapped county 
boundaries.
In addition to mentioning these concerns, the Peabodv Report, when it 
was published in 1954, also alluded to the diseconomy of scale that existed by 
having so many small districts either clustered very close together or very far 
apart. Thus, in 1955. the recommendation to the Nevada Legislature was to 
reduce the number of school districts to 17 to coincide with the number of 
counties in the state (McClurkin, 1954). The legislature accepted the 
recommendations of the Peabodv Report in totality, and the changes were 
enacted into law in 1955. In addition, recommendations were made for some 
of the lesser populated counties to "pursue some forms of consolidation until
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such a time as their population increased to provide adequate funding." None 
of the counties in question carried this suggestion any further (Sturm, 1995).
No assumption should be made at this point that this dramatic shift in 
configuration was accomplished easily and with little opposition. In his 
master’s thesis for the University of Nevada, Reno, Robert Gaw (1956) cited 
three areas of problems that continued to exist even after the state-mandated 
changes were instituted: (a) administration of personnel, (b) operation and 
maintenance of facilities, and (c) instruction difficulties and the auxiliary 
services that accompany them. Using a percentage-based ranking system and 
interviewing close to 200 county and school district officials throughout the 
state, Gaw concluded that not only did these difficulties continue to exist after 
the reconfiguration movement was completed, but many of the authorities 
charged with overseeing the changes were not cognizant of the continuation of 
these obstacles due to their preoccupation with the actual change itself. In 
other words, many areas of the state ended up in no better educational shape 
after the switch than they were in before it (Gaw, 1956).
1956 - 1995
During this nearly 40-year period, more attempts were made to change 
district boundaries in Nevada than ever before, with less actual success 
realized. At various times during this span, efforts were generated to 
consolidate and deconsolidate school districts in the state for reasons ranging 
from capital improvements, to political motivation, to community autonomy.
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Most significant is the fact that several of the consolidation/deconsolidation 
attempts made during this period were undertaken as a result of expected 
inadequacies in educational service and/or funding capabilities that were 
either creating obvious problems or are still conspicuous in public opinion.
For instance, in 1971, Governor O’Callaghan requested a study of the 
feasibility of combining specific school districts into larger units to enable 
them to benefit from perceived economies of scale. None of the targeted 
school districts accepted his offer. Also, in 1991, a joint legislative plan was 
suggested to combine several districts into special new construction 
partnerships to benefit from the additional resources that would become 
available in the name of increased state and federal funding. Again, none of 
the school districts were interested enough to support the plan, citing what 
they perceived as a loss of autonomy if the process were followed. Finally, in 
1977 and again in 1993, proposals were brought before the legislature to 
deconsolidate the Clark County School District (CCSD). The earlier attempt 
was non-specific in design, but it still served as a harbinger of what was to 
follow 16 years later. The other proposal specifically targeted the Henderson, 
Boulder City, Searchlight, and Laughlin areas, and it proved to be the impetus 
for the legislative process being undertaken today.
The Present
The current situation was precipitated by three separate pieces of 
legislation presented to the 1995 Nevada Legislature-X.îjgm6(y Bill 664, Senate
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Bill 511, and Senate Concurrent Resolution 30. Each dealt with the perception 
that the present system of school district alignment needed a change for a 
variety of reasons. Although the initial two pieces of legislation each proposed 
a solution that was different from the other, their underlying reasoning was 
similar: the larger school districts in the state had grown too unresponsive to 
address the concerns of their constituents adequately. The last piece of 
legislation, introduced by Senator Jon Porter, Senate Concurrent Resolution 30 
(SCR 30), proposed an interim study to be conducted in 1995 and 1996, which 
would then be reported to the subsequent legislative session in 1997. The 
Nevada Legislature appropriated $300,000 to complete the study required by 
SCR 30 (Sturm, 1996).
The process undertaken as a result of Porter’s resolution included the 
hiring of an independent consulting firm. Management Analysis and Planning 
Associates (MAP), which would gather data, report its findings, and provide its 
recommendations to the Nevada Legislative Commission’s Subcommittee to 
Study the Reconfiguring of School Districts in Nevada (SSRSD). The firm 
planned to carry out its work by first visiting all 17 counties and interviewing 
as many interested parties as possible. After this was completed, the 
consulting firm would report to the joint legislation subcommittee, answer its 
questions, and follow its suggestions for further research and analysis (Guthrie,
1995).
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What resulted was a series of interim meetings which were held at 
various sites throughout the state. At each gathering, status reports were 
presented that outlined, over the successive periods of time, the information 
that MAP had collected in its series of town meetings in each of the 17 
counties and the proposals for revision that it felt could be adopted to 
alleviate the problems that were perceived to exist. The suggestions put forth 
by the MAP team included a range of topics and were backed by both positive 
and negative public testimony concerning the current status of Nevada school 
districts (MAP Interim Reports 1-6).
In completing their assessment. MAP considered the current state of 
each of the 17 school districts and proposed changes based on financial, 
geographical, and personnel information for each one. Some of the districts 
received little scrutiny, while others, such as Clark County, were the source of 
much examination. Included in all assessments, however, were statistics on 
educational effectiveness, racial and ethnic composition, organizational scale, 
community cohesion, and financing and facilities. The placement of schools 
within each county’s boundaries was also examined, and residents were asked 
to voice their opinions through public testimony on possible geographical 
changes to achieve greater efficiency of operation.
Presented at these interim meetings, and later compiled into their 
official minutes, were the public testimonies offered to the members of 
SSRSD. At each gathering, members of the communities where the meetings
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were held were given the opportunity to speak on any related concerns. Each 
meeting was advertised through the official system of posting notice in office 
buildings throughout the state, and by placing a short article in the local 
newspaper. At each meeting, however, the niunber of participants in the 
public testimony was rather sm all-no more that 13 citizens chose to come 
forth and speak at each session for a total of approximately 75 contributors in 
the six meetings. In addition, the majority who participated identified 
themselves as either local politicians, school board trustees, school officials 
and employees, or parents of school-age children (Minutes of the Meetings 1- 
6, SSRSD, October 1995 - August 1996).
A review of the general topics covered in the public input portions of 
the interim meetings revealed both supportive testimony for the work of the 
local school district and common threads of concern over perceived problems. 
At each gathering, some community members considered the work of the 
school district to be adequate and integral to the success of the community. 
Larger numbers of these citizens, however, voiced their desire to see that 
certain elements of fairness and equity be effectively answered before any final 
decisions were made. Several themes also emerged, and each community 
asked the SSRSD to consider;
1. School district accountability for educational output. As a whole, 
the comments centering around this topic were addressed 
towards enhancing each district’s requirement to be responsible
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for the job it was given. In general, the interested citizens who 
spoke believed that creation of smaller districts would augment 
this possibility by making the school trustees and administrators 
more responsive to the concerns of the voters in their coimty and 
more accountable to the constituents they served. This, in turn, 
would enhance each district’s ability to improve the quality of its 
educational output.
Equitable and efficient appropriations of financial resources. 
Those in attendance at the interim meetings who addressed this 
issue questioned the possible creation of unequal funding 
patterns with the reconfiguration of the state’s school districts. 
Also, several speakers were curious as to any adjustments that 
would have to be made to the taxing structure if a systematic 
change were implemented. Finally, the concept of fiscal 
inefficiency due to increasing size was addressed, particularly at 
the meetings held in the more populated areas. Public 
testimonies on this topic suggested a perception that larger size, 
which was also equated to a larger bureaucracy, was more 
difficult to control fiscally because of the inability of the general 
public to provide input into the district’s monetary matters.
Racial balance and sense of community. Although these items 
were addressed more frequently in the meetings that were held
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in the larger communities, they were a concern to the areas with 
smaller populations as well. Those who spoke on the behalf of 
these two concerns questioned the ability of any legislative body 
to maintain an equitable balance between these two topics if 
new districts were to be formulated. In addition, the sense of 
community issue was of a greater concern to those residents 
from smaller communities where the local school often served as 
the hub for a variety of community activities and events.
4. Local autonomy and local control. These two concerns were 
approached from different points of view by those who gave 
testimony during the interim meetings. For representatives of 
the larger school districts in the state, the issue of local control 
was one that they felt would be assisted by a reconfiguration of 
the district system. To them, the idea of larger districts was 
directly correlated with the concepts of less local control and less 
accessibility to school district decision-making processes. 
Conversely, the residents of the smaller districts feared that a 
reconfiguration effon would remove some of their autonomy, 
especially if the recommendation was made to combine smaller 
school districts in an effort to access better economies of scale 
(Minutes of the Meetings 1-6, SSRSD, October 1995 - August
1996).
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The final result of this legislative endeavor was a report fi-om MAP 
Associates which not only outlined general considerations that had to be 
examined prior to any deconsolidation movement in the state, but also 
presented recommendations for specific courses of action that could be 
followed by each of the existing 17 districts. Included in their final analysis 
was the observation that the opposing points of view in the CCSD 
deconsolidation discussion were focused on the same issue-self-determination. 
According to MAP, those who championed the smaller district idea did so 
largely because they felt their voices were not being heard at the CCSD’s 
central office. Conversely, those opposed to deconsolidation just as fervently 
wanted the current situation to remain because of their fear of the isolation 
that might occur should they find themselves participating in a smaller school 
district situation (Guthrie, et al., 1996, No. 4).
MAP’s interim recommendation, as it pertained to Clark County, was 
the proposal of three possible scenarios for alleviating the perceived 
difficulties in the CCSD. Among these were (a) a division of the district into 
politically-represented entities using the established school trustee boundaries 
already in place, (b) a division of the district into separate southeast and 
outlying sections to be independent of the larger municipality of Las Vegas, or 
(c) the division of the CCSD into "cluster groups" with one or two major high 
school campuses serving as the hub for each area.
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Because of the wide diversity of opinion and the resulting emotionally 
charged responses, the SSRSD finally chose not to endorse the 
recommendations proposed by MAP. Instead, it voted to support legislation in 
the upcoming Nevada session that would enable specific locales to initiate 
deconsolidation movements for their areas provided they (a) received the 
endorsement of one-third of the registered voters in the affected zone, (b) 
obtained both a legal approval from the state’s Attorney General’s office and 
an educational consent from the state Board of Education, and (c) convinced 
the Nevada Legislature to effect a change in statutes. This type of process was 
felt to be more conducive to active public participation in the change process.
Summary of the Review of the Literature 
In summaiv’, this review of the literature detailed the information 
available on school district size, organization and school success, economies of 
scale in education, and the historical development of school districts in 
Nevada. Arguments were presented for both large and small school districts, 
with the deciding factor being a choice between fiscal efficiency or student 
achievement. Likewise, those who wTote about organization and school 
success were quick to point out that even though larger districts might be more 
fiscally efficient, they general!) were not as successful in the production of 
educated students as measured by graduation rates and standardized test 
scores. Each point of view, however, had its detractors, with some writers 
pointing to the inability of smaller districts to offer extended curricula and the
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difficulty of larger districts to foster a sense of educational community within 
their boundaries.
The literature on economies of scale in education focused on the 
growing perception that larger districts are not considered to have as much of 
an edge in this area as previously thought. Similar to the world of business, 
larger educational entities are discovering that diseconomies of scale occur 
after a certain plateau of size is reached, but the literature was inconclusive as 
to a precise number of students required for a peak to be reached. 
Additionally, smaller districts were reported to be gaining some recognition in 
this area because of their proven ability to graduate larger percentages of their 
students who. in turn, become productive members of the society in which the 
schools are located.
The material presented on the historical development of school districts 
in Nevada chronicled the emergence of the present system of county-wide 
school districts, as well as the recent efforts to change that system. .AJso 
included was an explanation of the legislative process presently being 
undertaken to provide a venue for school district boundary changes.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH DESIGN
The purpose of this study was four-fold: (a) to determine the opinion of 
a scientifically drawn sample of adult citizens in Clark County regarding the 
ongoing discussion concerning the deconsolidation of the Clark County School 
District (CCSD). (b) to determine the degree of agreement of this sample 
concerning a set of perceived problems related to size and proposed solutions 
drawn from public testimony before the Nevada Legislative Commission’s 
Subcommittee to Study the Reconfiguration of School Districts (SSRSD), (c) 
to provide an analysis of the opinions of the survey respondents according to 
the seven school board districts in which they resided, and (d) to analyze the 
opinions gathered in terms of selected demographic characteristics of the 
telephone survey respondents.
Selection of Subjects 
Using the information gained from the review of the literature and 
adhering to the tenets of random sample telephone methodology (Dillman, 
1978; Frey, 1989; Lavrakas, 1993), a survey was conducted utilizing a Random 
Digit Dialing (RDD) technique. This process for random number selection
47
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was employed because it eliminated the possibility of "undercoverage," and 
represented the most efficient method for ensuring that all numbers in the 
Clark County telephone directory had an equal chance of being randomly 
chosen for the study given the relatively small number of positive responses 
being sought in relation to the size of the total population. In addition, the 
use of an RDD "provides for the inclusion of unlisted numbers" (Frey, 1989, p. 
92).
Sampling Procedure 
The participants in the survey were determined through the formulation 
of an RDD telephone number sampling of the Clark County. Nevada area 
telephone exchange using the Sudman Method (Frey, 1989). As a result, a 
systematic selection of telephone numbers was identified from the Residential 
White Pages Directory, the residential telephone listing of Sprint Central 
Telephone-Nevada (January 1996). This sampling then underwent an 
application of the Sudman Method, whereby the last 3 digits of each number 
were dropped and a 3-digit random number was substituted. Consequently, 
the final listing of selected numbers represented a combination of a random 
selection of central office codes (COC) listed in the area directory and a 
random sampling of the 4-digit suffi.xes determined by a table of random 
numbers applied through the utilization of the Sudman Method (Borg & Gall. 
1989; Frey, 1989).
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To insure that a reliable generalization could be made about the results 
of the study and the opinion of the CCSD constituents, the sample size was 
determined through the implementation of Frey’s (1989) pool sampling 
techniques. In doing so, the following information was taken into account:
1. Documented response rates for telephone surveys were between 
70% and 75% (Frey, p. 50).
2. Documented refusal rates for telephone surveys were between 
20% and 28% (Frey, p. 54).
3. Due to the tremendous growth within Clark County, the number 
of telephone listings not assigned in certain COCs is substantial. 
Consequently, the investigator decided that a larger potential 
sample than would usually be necessary should be designated.
Because an N of cases of at least 200 was determined to be a desirable 
level of participation, the following formula was implemented in establishing 
the total RDD selection pool using Frey's size of pooling sample formula:
1. Determine desired N of cases times estimate needed for 
completion and designate "seven numbers for each completion 
for a general public survey" (Frey. p. 94).
(200 X 7 = 1.400)
2. Add the number necessary for the screen contained in the 
qualification section of the survey (adult citizen) by including "at 
least two numbers for each screen" (Frey, p. 94).
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(200 X 2 = 400 + 1,400 = 1,800)
3. Add the additional samples due to large number of unassigned 
telephone numbers in area COCs.
(200 + 1,800 = 2,000)
4. Total: 2,000
Development of the Questionnaire
Using Dillman’s Total Design Method concerning survey formulation 
and implementation as a guide (Dillman, 1978), a descriptive survey of 
opinions and perceptions was developed. After studying other, pre-existing 
public opinion questiormaires as well as studies done by other educational 
researchers in the area of public opinion gathering (Frey, 1989; Lavrakas,
1993), a questionnaire was constructed to measure the perceptions and 
opinions of a random sample of adult citizens in Clark County. Included in 
the development of the questionnaire was information gained through the 
request for input from both the members of the management team hired by 
the Nevada Legislative Commission’s Subcommittee to Study the 
Reconfiguration of School Districts in Nevada (SSRSD) and the members of 
the legislative committee. In addition, issues of concern to the researcher 
were considered for inclusion in the instrument.
The survey included questions regarding the CCSD’s responsiveness to 
the concerns of its constituents, the need for the CCSD to be deconsolidated, 
and the necessity of maintaining the parameters of community integrity, racial
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balance, and financial ability when forming a new school district. In addition, 
each study participant was queried as to their knowledge concerning the 
deconsolidation process as well as their willingness to shoulder an additional 
tax burden, if necessary, to downsize the CCSD. Additionally, a section 
requesting opinions on the general effectiveness of the CCSD was also 
included.
The specific decision to formulate and place these particular questions 
into the questionnaire was made after determining the prevalence of their 
content in the public testimony sections of the SSRSD meetings as well as in 
the town hall-type gatherings attended by the researcher. Emanating from 
those sessions was a list of r^urring  concerns about the perceived problems of 
the CCSD related to its size. Also, solutions were proposed to rectify these 
problems. Because the topics of the statements in Sections II, 111, and IV of 
the survey instrument appeared in the majority of testimony reports from both 
types of meetings, they were included.
Finally, specific demographic information was also requested at the end 
of the instrument to be used to examine the general differences among the 
respondents in terms of home ownership, formal education, household income, 
attendance of children in the CCSD, and voter history.
Administration of the Survey
The survey was administered by contacting residences in Clark County, 
Nevada, through the use of a list of randomly selected telephone numbers.
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After selecting the necessary 2,000 random numbers, the project director 
trained associate researchers to administer the survey. Associate researchers 
were volunteer students from a master’s-level class in public school finance at 
the University of Nevada, Las Vegas. Each associate was given a list of 
numbers which were called in the order presented until a quota of positive 
responses was obtained.
Scoring
Scoring of the questionnaire was accomplished using a 4-point Likert 
scale with choices ranging between 4 and 1 from strongly agree to strongly 
disagree. In addition, a forced choice design of yes or no along with 
categorical responses in the demographics section was also employed. Finally, 
a general comments section was included at the end of the instrument in order 
to give the participants a chance to elaborate on their opinions if they so 
desired.
.Analysis of the Data 
The data gathered from the answers given to the questions in Sections 
II, III, IV, and V of the survey instrument were reported in terms of the 
number of responses given to each possible answer on that particular question 
and the percentage that number represented of the total population’s response. 
In the data analysis section detailing the statistical significance between the 
overall results of the survey and the results obtained from each specific
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representative area of the CCSD, a chi-square technique was employed to 
determine if a significant relationship existed between the data collected from 
the survey population as a whole and the information garnered from those 
participants residing in each geographical area on each of the questions in the 
survey (Borg & Gall, 1989).
For this particular section of the study, both those relationships 
indicating a statistical significance of .05 or lower and those with a significance 
of .95 or higher for the variables compared were reported. The lower 
significance level indicated the probability that the answers given by the 
participants from those geographical areas could not be generalized to the 
entire survey population and represented a variance of opinion within that 
area which was statistically significant due to its difference. Consequently, a 
significance level of .05 would indicate that the respondents could be expected 
to disagree with the opinions of the general population 95 out of 100 times.
Conversely, the higher significance levels were indicative of a level of 
agreement between the survey respondents from those representative areas 
and the entire survey population that was significant in its similarity. In those 
instances, it could be assumed that the respondents from the representative 
areas reporting a higher level of statistical significance would agree with the 
general population’s opinions at least 95 out of 100 times. Additionally, a chi- 
square technique was also utilized to determine if any significant relationships 
existed when the answers given by the respondents to the questions in Sections
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
54
II, III, and rv  of the survey were compared to the demographic information 
gathered in Section V. For this portion of the data analysis, those 
relationships with a statistical significance of .05 or lower or .95 or higher were 
again reported. These levels were found to be indicative of a pattern of 
agreement or disagreement that was statistically significant when compared to 
the demographic characteristics of the survey participants responding to that 
particular question (Borg & Gall, p. 147).
Validity
The content validity of the questionnaire was measured using two 
processes. First, the questionnaire was distributed to a group of doctoral 
candidates familiar with questionnaire design. Their reactions to the questions 
were used to make certain changes in placement, wording, and style. All 
questions on the instrument to be used were rated by the judges in order to 
establish if their syntax evoked any perception of bias among the panel or 
detracted from the relevance of the questionnaire to the purpose of the study. 
If that was determined to be the case, then those particular questions were 
either changed or deleted. In addition, the questionnaire was field-tested by 
the director of the survey to determine if any questions needed to be reworded 
or eliminated.
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Reliability
It was determined that reliability is not relevant to this study due to the 
fact that an entirely new vehicle was used to ascertain the results of the study 
and no composite score of the different items was computed.
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CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY
To gather the data for this study, a confidential telephone survey was 
conducted utilizing a questionnaire designed specifically for this investigation. 
Telephone number choice was accomplished through the employment of a 
random digit dialing technique. Of the 1,581 numbers called, 251 (16%) 
resulted in completed surveys. Additionally, of the 1,330 non-completed 
questionnaires, 481 (36%) were telephone numbers that were non-existent; 550 
(41%), existing numbers that garnered no response; 235 (18%), numbers of 
citizens who refused to participate in the survey when contacted; and 64 (5%), 
respondents who ceased participating in the survey before it could be 
completed.
The telephone survey instrument (see Appendix B) was divided into 
five sections; data were gathered from Sections 11, III, IV, and V.
Consequently, the tables in this chapter are grouped according to the 
information derived from the questions in each of these sections. Section II, 
Knowledge o f the Problem, consisted of four questions designed to ascertain the
56
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Table 1
Number. Percent, and Category of Responses to the Telephone Survey
Q Number % Category |
251 16% Completed surveys |
481 36% Non-existent phone number |
550 41% Existing phone number - no response
235 18% Contacted - refused to participate
64 5% Incomplete smveys
1.581 100% Total 1
survey respondents' knowledge of the ongoing discussion and legislative action 
concerning the size of the CCSD. Section HI, Perception o f  the Problem, asked 
the survey participants to agree or disagree with six questions regarding their 
perception o f the CCSD's ability to afford its students a good education, to be 
responsive to the concerns of the adult citizens within its boundaries, to 
operate efficiently and with accountability, and to give its constituents sufficient 
opportunities for input as well as information on the perceived advantages and 
disadvantages of a deconsolidation movement.
Section IV, Opinion on Proposed Solutions, asked the survey population 
to agree or disagree with the concepts of providing better total educational 
opportunities through smaller district size, requiring proof of fiscal ability 
when determining new districts, maintaining racial and community integrities 
when deconsolidating a large district, and agreeing to shoulder an additional tax 
burden, if necessary, to finance a smaller district. Finally, Section V,
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Respondent Characteristics, asked the participants to provide personal 
information for demographic purposes. This information included home 
ownership, formal education, total adult household income, presence of 
children in CCSD schools and voting history.
Knowledge of the Problem
When the 251 survey participants’ knowledge of the problem was 
questioned in Section II, 29 ( 12%) stated that they were very familiar with the 
ongoing discussion concerning the size of the CCSD, while 118 (47%) 
contended that they were only somewhat familiar with it. In addition, 45 
(18%) considered themselves somewhat unfamiliar with the discussion of the 
size of the CCSD, while 59 (23%) admitted that they were not familiar with it 
at all (see Table 2).
Most. 175 (70%) of the people questioned, were aware of CCSD’s 
status as one of the 10 largest school districts in the nation, while 75 (30%) 
were not. One person (< 1%) declined to answer this particular question. 
Also, 167 (67%) were aware that, at the time of the survey’s administration, a 
legislative subcommittee wa\ conducting a study of the possibility of 
deconsolidating the district. Conversely, 83 participants (33%) were not aware 
of the study, and one person ( < 1%) again declined to answer the question 
(see Table 2).
Finally, the data gathered from Section II show that 69 (28%) of those 
surveyed felt that, as possible voters, they had sufficient information to make a
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wise decision on the merits of deconsolidating the CCSD, while 181 (72%) felt 
they needed more information to do so. One person (< 1%) declined to 
answer the question (see Table 2).
Table 2
Section II: Findings on Respondents’ Knowledge of the Problem
Familiar with the Discussion of Deconsolidation 
(N = 251)
Response n %
Very Familiar 29 12
Somewhat Familiar 118 47
Somewhat Unfamiliar 45 18
Not Familiar 59 23
Aware of CCSD Size (N = 251)
Yes 175 70
No 75 30
No .Answer 1 < 1
Aware of Legislative Study (N = 251)
Yes 167 67
No 83 33
No Answer 1 < 1
Perception of the Problem 
The survey respondents' perception of the perceived problems of the 
CCSD. as ascertained in Section III, showed that 28 (11%) strongly agreed 
that students in the district received a good education, while 132 (53%)
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agreed. Those who disagreed numbered 71 (28%); strongly disagreed, 18 
(7%). Two people (1%) did not answer this question (see Table 3).
Only 14 (6%) of those who offered their opinion strongly agreed that 
the CCSD was responsive to the concerns of the voters in its area. In 
addition, 126 (50%) agreed with this question. Those who disagreed 
numbered 93 (37%); strongly disagreed, 11 (4%). Seven respondents (3%) 
claimed to not know the answer to this question (see Table 3).
When questioned about the efficiency of the CCSD, 8 (3%) participants 
stated that they strongly agreed that the district was operating efficiently, while 
100 (40%) agreed. On the other hand. 104 (41%) disagreed that the CCSD 
represents an efficient operation; 29 (12%) strongly disagreed. Finally, when 
asked this question, 7 (3%) claimed that they did not know the answer, and 3 
( 1%) declined to respond (see Table 3).
A few respondents. 24 ( 10%). strongly agreed that the CCSD was 
accountable for the performance of its students in terms of graduation rates 
and standardized test scores, along with 151 (60%) who also agreed. Those 
who disagreed in this area numbered 58 (23%); strongly disagreed. 13 (5%). 
Only 4 respondents (2%) did not know the answer, and 1 (< 1%) chose not to 
respond (see Table 3).
When asked their perception of the opportunities provided to the 
parents of CCSD students to provide input towards the operation of the 
schools in their community, 26 (10%) strongly agreed that they were able to
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do so. In addition, 139 (55%) agreed. Conversely, 64 (25%) disagreed with 
this perception along with 19 (8%) who strongly disagreed. Only 3 (1%) 
declined to elaborate on this particular answer (see Table 3).
The final question of Section III asked the participants to respond with 
their agreement or disagreement concerning CCSD’s role in disseminating 
information about the advantages and disadvantages of deconsolidating. Only 
5 (2%) strongly agreed that the district did so along with 72 (29%) who also 
agreed. On the other hand, 128 (51%) disagreed that the CCSD performed 
this task at a satisfactory level; 31 (12%) strongly disagreed. Additionally, 15 
people (6%) said they didn't know the answer (see Table 3).
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Table 3
Section III: Findings on Respondents’ Perception of the.Problem
CCSD Provides a Good Education (N = 251)
Response n %
Strongly Agree 28 11
Agree 132 53
Disagree 71 28
Strongly Disagree 18 7
Don't Know/No Answer 2 1
CCSD Is Efficient (N = 251)
Strongly Agree 8 3
Agree 100 40
Disagree 104 41
Strongly Disagree 29 12
Don’t Know/No Answer 10 4
CCSD Parents Arc Allowed Input (N = 251)
Strongly Agree 26 10
Agree 139 55
Disagree 64 26
Strongly Disagree 19 8
Don’t Know/No Answer 3 1
CCSD Is Responsive to Voters (N = 251)
Strongly Agree 14 6
Agree 126 50
Disagree 93 37
Strongly Disagree 11 4
Don’t Know/No Answer 7 3
CCSD Is Accountable (N = 251)
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Strongly Agree 24 10
Agree 151 60
Disagree 58 23
Strongly Disagree 13 5
Don’t Know/No Answer 5 2
CCSD Provides Deconsolidation Information (N = 251)
Strongly Agree 5 2
Agree 72 29
Disagree 128 51
Strongly Disagree 31 12
Don't Know/No Answer 15 6
Proposed Solutions 
.‘\jTiong the 251 respondents who were asked their opinion in Section IV 
about proposed solutions to the perceived problems of CCSD, 37 ( 15%) 
strongly agreed and 121 (48%) agreed that the quality of education would 
improve if the district were subdivided into smaller units. However. 74 (29%) 
disagreed that this would be a viable solution. In addition, 10 (4%) strongly 
disagreed, 7 (3%) professed not to know the answer, and 2 (1%) declined to 
comment (see Table 4).
When queried as to whether any newly-formed district should be 
required to prove that it had the financially ability to successfully implement 
such a change, 83 respondents (33%) strongly agreed that this parameter 
should be imposed along with 149 (60%) who agreed as well. Those
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disagreeing with the imposition of this requirement numbered 17 (7%), with 
only 2 people {Wo) strongly disagreeing with its content (see Table 4).
The question of maintaining existing racial balances when forming new 
districts caused 41 (16%) respondents to agree strongly and 118 (47%) to 
agree. On the other hand, 73 (29%) disagreed with this idea along with 17 
(7%) who strongly disagreed. In addition, 1 person ( < 1%) claimed not to 
know the answer and 1 (< 1%) other participant declined to respond (see 
Table 4).
The next question in Section IV, that of maintaining the integrity of 
pre-existing communities during the formation of new school districts elicited a 
similar response in terms of agreement. In this case. 59 (29%) strongly agreed 
and 171 (68%) agreed with this idea. Conversely. 15 (6%) disagreed that this 
should be made a consideration with only 4 (2%) strongly disagreeing. Again,
1 person (< 1%) did not know and another (< 1%) declined to answer (see 
Table 4).
The final question in this section dealt with the acceptance of an 
additional tax burden to finance a deconsolidation movement in CCSD. When 
queried, 25 (10%) respondents strongly agreed and 123 (49%) agreed that they 
would be willing to do so. On the other hand, 75 (30%) disagreed and 26 
( 10%) strongly disagreed to accept an additional tax burden. Again, 1 person 
(< 1%) claimed not to know the answer and one other (< 1%) chose not to 
respond (see Table 4),
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
65
Table 4
Findings on Respondents’ Opinions on Proposed Solutions
Education Will Be Improved Through Deconsolidation 
(N = 251)
Response n %
Strongly Agree 37 15
Agree 121 48
Disagree 74 29
Strongly Disagree 10 4
Don’t Know/No Answer 9 4
Racial Balance Can Be Maintained (N = 251)
Strongly Agree 41 16
Agree 118 47
Disagree 73 29
Strongly Disagree 17 7
Don’t Know/No Answer -> 1
Willing to Assume Additional Tax Burden fN = 251)
Strongly Agree 25 10
Agree 123 49
Disagree 75 30
Strongly Disagree 26 10
Don’t Know/No Answer 2 1
CCSD Has Financial Ability to Deconsolidate (N = 251)
Strongly Agree S3 33
Agree 140 59
Disagree 17 7
Strongly Disagree 2 1
Don’t Know/No Answer 0 0
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Integrity of Pre-easting Communities Can Be Maintained 
(N = 251)
Strongly Agree 59 23
Agree 171 68
Disagree 15 6
Strongly Disagree 4 2
Don’t Know/No Answer 2 0
Summary of Respondent Percentages 
The data accumulated from Sections II, III, and IV of the survey 
instrument indicate that the adult citizens contacted for this study were aware 
of both the growing size of the CCSD and the legislative efforts being 
undertaken to examine the possibility of changing its boundaries. Also, even 
though they answered in the positive to the question regarding their knowledge 
of the deconsolidation process, they were somewhat less familiar with the 
specifics of that discussion.
When asked about the perceived problems of the CCSD related to its 
size, a majority of the participants agreed that the CCSD was fulfilling its 
obligations in three out of the five statement areas. Members of the survey 
population were in agreement that the CCSD provided a good education for 
its students, was responsive to the concerns of its constituents, and was 
accountable for its educational output as measured by graduation rates and 
scores on standardized tests. These same respondents were less favorable, 
however, in their ratings of the CCSD in the other two statement areas, with a
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
67
minority of them agreeing that the CCSD was operated efficiently and an even 
greater number stating that the district was not proactive enough in 
disseminating information about the advantages and disadvantages of its own 
deconsolidation.
When discussing proposed solutions for the perceived problems of the 
CCSD, a majority of the participants felt not only that the CCSD would be 
able to provide a better education to its students if it were deconsolidated, but 
that they would be willing to shoulder an additional tax burden if such a 
movement necessitated it. When questioned as to the parameters that should 
be maintained if a deconsolidation process were undertaken, the majority felt 
that financial ability should be included, as should the maintenance of existing 
racial distributions. An even larger number, however, stated that the 
maintenance of community integrities should also be a factor for consideration 
in any deconsolidation effort.
Respondent Characteristics 
Demographically, of the 251 individuals responding to Section V of the 
questionnaire, 87 (35fc) reported that they currently had children attending 
CCSD. while 64 (659c) did not. Of the same group, 173 (699^) indicated that 
they had voted in one or more general elections in the past two years while 77 
(319b) had not. One (< 19^) respondent declined to answer this specific 
question. .Among the respondents 168 (679c) were homeowners, with 76
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(30%) renting and 7 (3%) reporting ± a t  they had other living arrangements 
(see Table 5).
Educationally, only 6 (2%) survey participants had not earned a high 
school diploma while 59 (24%) indicated that ± ey  had not continued their 
schooling beyond the high school level. Ninety-four (38%) had attended some 
college, and 66 (26%) had achieved a bachelor’s degree. The remaining 26 
(10%) had completed various amounts of post-graduate work (see Table 5).
When questioned about total household income, 19 (8%) indicated that 
their total earnings were less than $20,000 per year. Seventy-nine (31%) 
reported their income level was between $21,000 and 540,000. while 67 (27%) 
said they earned between $41,000 and $60,000 annually. Those who indicated 
a household income between $61,000 and 575,000 and those claiming annual 
incomes of more than $75,000 each totaled 35 (14%). Finally. 16 (6%) people 
declined to answer the question about income (see Table 5).
Generally, the information received from the survey participants on the 
additional comments section of the questionnaire mirrored the opinions they 
expressed when responding to the questions in the vehicle itself. 1 hose who 
admitted a lack of knowledge concerning the parameters of the 
deconsolidation issue were quick to request additional information about this 
topic. Likewise, those who expressed dissatisfaction with the efficiency of the 
district’s operation added comments about the need to rectify problems.
Finally, those participants who expressed satisfaction with the general
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performance of CCSD tended to cite examples of CCSD’s degree of 
accommodation. Consequently, because these remarks did not provide 
additional information that would change or influence the results of the study, 
they were neither indexed nor tabulated as a portion of the final report.
Table 5
Section V: Findings on Respondent Characteristics




Voting History (N = 251)
Yes 173 69
No 77 31
No Answer 1 < I




Level of Education (N = 251)
Less than High School 6 1
High School Only 57 24
Some College 74 38
College Graduate 66 26
Some Post-graduate Education 26 10
Annual Household Income (N = 251)
SO - 520,000 17 8
S21,000 - $-10,000 79 31
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$41,000 - $60,000 67 27
$61,000 - $75,000 35 14
$75,000 + 35 14
No Answer 16 6
Statistical Significance of Opinions from Representative Areas 
The data collected in this portion of the study were concerned with the 
levels of significance between the opinions expressed by the entire survey 
population and the viewpoints put forth by the respondents from each of the 
seven geographical representative areas of the Clark County School District 
(CCSD). In analyzing these data, levels of significance of .05 and lower, and 
.95 and higher were reported. The lower levels of statistical significance were 
indicative of a difference of opinion between the respondents from a specific 
geographical representative area and the entire survey population. When 
significance levels in the .05 or lower range were computed, it could be 
assumed that the respondents from these areas would disagree with the 
opinions of the general population on at least 95 out of 100 times when 
answering the questions being reported. Conversely, the .95 or higher 
significance levels were indicative of a similarity of opinion between the 
individuals from a specific representative area and the general survey 
population. These higher statistical significance computations would trigger 
the assumption that answers to the questions being reported would agree with 
those of the general population at least 95 out of 100 times.
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For the purpose of this study, any row of cells in the crosstabulation 
tables with all values less than 5 was eliminated from the report of ± ese  
findings (Borg & Gall, 1989). Also, in the reporting of the data, a general 
discussion of the answers from each geographical representative area 
exhibiting a statistically significant relationship of .05 or lower and .95 or 
higher was offered with the entire crosstabulation and chi-square results listed 
in the appendix to the study.
Representative Area A
Geographical Representative Area A is located in the southeast area of 
Clark County and includes the cities of Henderson, Boulder City, and 
Searchlight, as well as the master-planned community of Green Valley. It is 
bounded generally by 1-15 on the west. Sunset and Tropicana .Avenues on the 
north. Lake Mead on the east and the Nevada state line on the south. Its 
population includes a divergent economic and ethnic base and it is notable as 
the area that initiated the current attempt to deconsolidate the CCSD (CCSD 
School Location Map, 1996: SSRSD Minutes, No. 1. 1995).
An examination of the chi-square results reporting the relationships 
between the opinions expressed by the survey respondents from Representative 
Area A and the general population indicate that no levels of significance at .05 
or lower were determined. On three questions, however, a significance level 
of .95 or higher was recorded. When questioned as to their level of 
knowledge about the specifics of the deconsolidation movement and their
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ability to make a sound decision with the amount of information they 
possessed, the respondents from Representative Area A indicated at a  rate of 
72.4% that they did not have sufficient information necessary to make an 
informed choice. This indicated a significance level of agreement with the 
general population that computed to .987 and differed from their opinion by 
1% (see Appendix D).
A so, when questioned as to the necessity of maintaining existing racial 
distributions and guaranteeing financial ability when formulating new school 
district boundaries, the agreement and disagreement percentages on each 
answer were within 2% of those given by the general population at all levels 
and computed to a significance level of .988 and .972, respectively (see 
appendix D).
Representative Area B 
Representative Area B of the CCSD is located in the northeast area of 
Clark County and includes parts of the cities of Las Vegas and North Las 
Vegas as well as the towns of Glendale, Logandale. Overton, Bunkerville, and 
Mesquite. It is generally bounded by Pecos Road on the west. Bonanza Road 
on the south. Lake Mead on the east, and the Utah and Arizona state borders 
on the north. It is an area of tremendous variety of land use with a 
concentration of houses and apartments in its southern portion, Nellis Air 
Force Base in its midsection, and farming communities in its northern section 
(CCSD School Location Map, 1996).
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An examination of the relationships between the answers given on the 
survey by the residents of Representative Area B and the general study 
population reveals only one answer with a statistical significance of .05 or 
lower. When asked about their familiarity with the ongoing discussion 
concerning the size of the CCSD, a majority of respondents from 
Representative Area B (53.5%) expressed varying degrees of unfamiliarity.
This is in direct opposition to the viewpoint of the total population who 
admitted to being familiar with the discussion in a majority of instances 
(61.1%). The computed statistical significance level on this answer was .044 
(see Appendix E).
The respondents from Representative Area B were also in agreement 
with the general survey population on only one occasion, as exhibited by a 
statistical significance level of .95 or higher. When questioned about the 
necessity of any newly-formed school district to e.xhibit financial competence, 
93.1% of the respondents from Representative Area B agreed to some degree 
that this param eter should be imposed. Similarly, 93.2% of the general survey 
population responded in the same m anner.'This computed to a statistical 
significance level of .992 (see .Appendix E).
Representative Area C
Representative Area C is located in the north-central area of Las Vegas 
and includes portions of the city of North Las Vegas as well. It is generally 
bounded by Craig Road on the north. Rancho Drive and Decatur Boulevard
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on the west. Charleston Boulevard on the south, and Eastern Avenue and 
Pecos Drive on the east. It encompasses a variety of housing areas from the 
economically depressed areas found on or near Martin Luther King Drive to 
the fast-growing new home market bordering Craig and Cheyenne Roads. 
Because of the fast-paced growth in certain areas of Representative Area C, 
some of the most crowded campuses at the elementary, middle, and high 
school levels are located there. In addition, it also houses a larger percentage 
of the alternative education programs and schools operated by the CCSD than 
any other area (CCSD School Location Map, 1996). Representative Area C is 
unique to this study in that a chi-square computation of the answers offered by 
the survey respondents residing within its boundaries revealed no statistically 
significant relationships at either the .05 and lower or the .95 and higher levels 
(see Appendix F).
Representative Area D 
Representative Area D is located just south of Area C and shares its 
northern border of Charleston .Avenue. In addition, it is generally bounded by 
1-15 on the west. Sunset Road on the south, and Eastern Avenue on the east, 
with one section jutting to the northeast to ease the overcrowding of the 
population centers in that direction. It contains the fewest number of schools 
of any representative area, and a large portion of its southern section is 
occupied by McCarran International Airport (CCSD School Location Map, 
1996).
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A chi-square computation to determine the relationship of answers 
given by survey participants residing in Representative Area D to those 
offered by the remainder of the survey population revealed that only one 
question exhibited a statistical significance of .05 or lower while none recorded 
a level of .95 or higher. When questioned as to their awareness of the 
existence of a legislative subcommittee studying the possible deconsolidation of 
CCSD, the residents of Representative Area D were evenly divided between 
those who were aware of the committee’s work and those who were not. This 
differs from the opinions expressed by the remainder of the survey population 
by -18.9% and computes to a statistical significance of .045 (see Appendix G).
Representative Area E 
Representative Area E is located in the northwest portion of Clark 
County and is generally bounded by Rancho Drive and Decatur Boulevard on 
the east. Charleston Boulevard and Sahara Avenue on the south, and the Nye 
County border on the west and north. It includes the Mount Charleston and 
Indian Springs areas, as well as a large portion of the Nellis Air Force Base 
restricted flying range that is located in Clark County. Additionally, although 
it is also a high-growth area, it is distinct in that it contains a larger percentage 
of the newer schools built with previous bond and capital improvement 
funding than any other representative area (CCSD School Location Map,
1996).
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An examination of the relationship between the answers submitted by 
the survey participants residing in Representative Area E and the remainder 
of the survey respondents reveals that no questions recorded a statistical 
significance of .05 or lower, and only one was significant at a level of .95 or 
above. When asked their opinion on the accountability of the CCSD in terms 
of the standardized test scores and graduation rates of its students, 71.1% of 
the Area E respondents agreed that the CCSD was accountable for its results 
when measured by these two barometers. Relative to this finding, the general 
survey population also agreed at a percentage rate of only .1% less. This 
computed to a statistical significance of .980 (see Appendix H).
Representative Area F
Representative Area F is located in the southwest portion of Clark 
County and includes the communities of Blue Diamond. Goodsprings, and 
Sandy Valley. It is generally bounded by 1-15 on the east. Charleston 
Boulevard and Sahara Avenue on the north, Nye County on the west, and the 
California state border on the south. Because of its expansive area, most of its 
schools are located in its northern portion with few schools in its middle 
and southern sections (CCSD School Location Map, 1996).
When compared with the answers submitted by the total survey 
population, the data collected from the opinions expressed by the survey 
respondents residing in Representative Area F exhibited a statistical 
significance of .05 or lower on three separate occasions. When asked if they
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felt that the integrity of the existing community should be maintained in the 
establishment of new school districts, 6.7% of the Area F respondents strongly 
agreed and 90% agreed, compared to 26.5% and 67%, respectively, of the 
remainder of the survey population. This difference in strength of conviction 
for this district formulation parameter computed to a statistical significance 
level of .034 (see Appendix I).
Additionally, this same lack of conviction evidenced itself on the 
question of maintaining existing racial distributions in the establishment of 
new school district boundaries. Whereas 18.3% of the general survey 
population strongly agreed and 44.7% agreed with the imposition of this 
parameter, 3.3% and 66.7%, respectively, of the population residing in 
Representative Area F felt the same way. A computation of the relationship 
between these two percentages reveals a statistical significance of .035 (see 
Appendix 1).
Finally, when asked if they would be willing to accept an additional tax 
burden in order to finance a deconsolidation movement, only 40% of the 
respondents from Representative Area F agreed to some degree to do so, as 
opposed to 62.1% of the remainder of the participants answering this question 
in the study. This computed to a statistical significance of .044 (see Appendix
I).
Concerning any relationship of opinions expressed by these two groups 
with a statistical significance of .95 or above, the residents of Representative
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Area F who responded to the survey were in agreement with the remainder of 
the survey participants on one question. When asked if they were cognizant of 
CCSD’s position as one of the largest school districts in the nation, 70% 
answered that they were aware of this fact while 30% admitted that they were 
not. These percentages were exactly the same as those recorded from the data 
derived from the answers of the general survey population on this question 
and resulted in a computation of a statistical significance of 1.000 (see 
Appendix 1).
Representative .Area G
Representative Area G is located in the central-eastern portion of 
Clark County and is generally bounded by Charleston Boulevard on the north. 
Eastern Avenue on the west. Sunset Road on the south, and Lake Mead on 
the east. Its area encompasses a variety of growth patterns from established 
homes and apartments in its western sections to fast-growing residential areas 
on or near Sunrise Mountain to the east.
Of all the representative areas. Area G exhibited the highest number of 
statistical variances from the opinions expressed by the remainder of the 
survey population. In all, the residents of Representative .Area G expressed 
viewpoints on five separate questions that exhibited a statistical significance of 
.05 or lower.
When asked if they felt that the integrity of the existing community 
should be maintained in the establishment of new school districts, only 80.6%
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of the Representative Area G respondents agreed to some degree with this 
parameter as opposed to 96.1% of the remainder of the population. This 
computed to a statistical significance of .001. Also, when queried as to their 
opinion concerning the responsiveness of the CCSD to the concerns of its 
constituents, 34.3% of the Representative Area G respondents agreed to some 
degree that this was the case as opposed to 61.2 % of the remainder of the 
survey population. This computed to a statistical significance of .009 (see 
Appendix J).
Concerning the concept of parental input into the education decisions 
made concerning their children, 50.3% of the residents of Representative Area 
G responding to this survey agreed to some degree that the CCSD allowed this 
to happen. When compared to the remainder of the surv'ey population's 
agreement percentage of 69.2%, a statistical significance of .025 was computed 
for this question. Also, when asked about the maintenance of existing racial 
distributions in the formulation of new school district boundaries, 51.3% of the 
survey population residing in Representative Area G agreed with this concept, 
as opposed to 66% of the remainder of the participants. This variance 
computed to a statistical significance of .046 (see .Appendix J).
Finally, when voicing their opinion on proof of the financial ability of 
newly-formed school districts, 50% of the Representative Area G respondents 
strongly agreed that this param eter should be implemented, as opposed to
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30.5% of the remainder of the survey population. The statistical significance 
computed by this relationship was .050 (see Appendix J).
In terms of agreeing with the opinions expressed by the total survey 
population, the residents of Representative Area G expressed an opinion 
concerning their knowledge of the ongoing discussion related to the size of the 
CCSD that was similar to that expressed by the total survey population. Those 
Representative Area G respondents who expressed a familiarity with this 
question numbered 56.7% of those answering this question. This is compared 
to 58.9% of the general population respondents and computed to a statistical 
significance level of .954 (see Appendix J).
Summary of Geographical Representative Area Opinions 
An examination of the data collected and reported for this portion of 
the study reveals that each geographical representative area of CCSD reacted 
in a generally independent manner to the questions presented in the study, 
exhibiting opinions neither totally alike nor totally different from the general 
consensus. Of the 15 separate queries presented to each survey respondent in 
the 7 representative areas (105 total), only 7 instances were reported where 
the residents of any area agreed significantly with the total survey population 
(7%). In addition, only 10 situations where these same opinions were 
significantly different (9%) were apparent.
Of the 15 individual opinion-related questions on the survey instrument, 
3 (20%) elicited such a wide range of opinions that they were both agreed
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with and disagreed with at a statistically significant level by the residents of 
different geographical representative areas. These were: (a) adequate 
knowledge of the deconsolidation issue, (b) maintenance of existing racial 
distributions, and (c) the necessity for proving financial ability when 
formulating new school districts.




A; Unable to Make Informed Decision 
Maintenance of Racial Distributions 
Exhibit Financial Ability 




CCSD Top Ten District
E:
F:
G: Familiarity With Deconsolidation Issue
Difference of Opinion
A. None
B; Familiarity With Deconsolidation Issue 
C; None
D: Awareness of Legislative Committee 
E: None
F: Maintenance of Community Integrity 
Maintenance of Racial Distributions 
Acceptance of Additional Tax Burden 
G; Maintenance of Community Integrity 
Maintenance of Racial Distributions 
CCSD Responsiveness to Concerns 
CCSD Allowance for Parent Input 
Exhibit Financial Ability
F i g u r e  1  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  a r e a s  o f  C C S D  s h o w i n g  t h e  
d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  o p i n i o n  a s  r e l a t e d  t o  t o t a l  s u r v e y  
p o p u l a t i o n .
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Statistical Significance of Relationships Between Survey Questions 
and Demographic Characteristics
The final section of the data analysis dealt with the determination of 
any statistical significance in the relationship between the survey participants’ 
answers to the 15 questions presented in Sections II, III, and IV on the survey 
and their demographic information tabulated from the 5 questions asked in 
Section V.
It was determined that a relationship that computed to a statistical 
significance of .05 or lower would indicate that the actual percentage of 
respondents giving a particular answer was significantly different from the 
number that would normally be expected to do so based on that segment’s 
contribution to a computation of the total survey population. In each of these 
instances, if a statistical significance ranking of .05 or lower was computed, 
then it could be assumed that a relationship existed between a particular 
response and a specific demographic characteristic, with the results derived 
from that particular question not being generalizable to the entire population 
without the intervention of that demographic characteristic. Conversely, a 
relationship with a statistical significance of .95 or higher would indicate that 
the number of respondents providing a particular answer was the same as 
would be expected and no influence was being placed on the answers by any 
particular demographic characteristic.
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For the purpose of this study, any row of cells in the crosstabulation 
tables with all values less than 5 was eliminated from the report of these 
findings (Borg & Gall, 1996). Also, in the reporting of the data for this 
section, a general discussion of the answers from Sections II, HI, tmd IV 
exhibiting a statistically significant relationship of .05 or lower and .95 or 
higher was offered with the entire crosstabulation and chi-square results listed 
in the appendices. The demographic characteristics gathered for this study 
were living arrangements, years of formal education, total adult household 
income, presence of children in CCSD schools, and voting history.
Section II: Knowledge of the Problem 
Section II of the survey instrument was administered to determine the 
extent of the respondents’ knowledge of the size of the CCSD and the process 
being undertaken to consider its deconsolidation. It asked four questions of 
each participant, with one being a Likert-type with a 4-choice answer and the 
other three requiring a forced-choice yes/no response (Borg & Gall, p. 189). 
The first query asked the study subjects to evaluate their own knowledge of 
the discussion concerning the possible deconsolidation of the CCSD. while 
their response to the second determined their level of cognizance of the size of 
the school district. Question 3 asked the participants about the existence of a 
legislative subcommittee studying school district reconfiguration, and the final 
question required self-assessment of their own personal knowledge of the
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entire deconsolidation concept as well as their sense of ability to make an 
informed decision on its merits.
The results of the data gathered from a computation of the relationship 
between the questions asked in Section II of the survey instrument and the 
demographic characteristics determined in Section V showed that those 
characteristics had a significant influence on the answers given by the 
respondents. In the 20 computations of statistical significance completed in 
the data analysis, a significance level of .05 or lower was recorded in 14 
instances (70%), with a level of .95 or above showing up on one other test of 
relationship (5%).
For question 1 of Section II, which asked the respondents to rate their 
knowledge of the discussion regarding the problems of the CCSD as related to 
its size, those participants who were home owners had attained higher levels of 
formal education, earned increased amounts of household income, and 
possessed an active voting history responded positively in higher percentages 
than their numbers would indicate in the total population accounting. Also, 
these same survey members expressed an increased awareness, as presented in 
question 2, of the CCSD's position as one of the 10 largest school districts in 
the nation, in higher percentages as well (see Appendix K).
When responding to question 3, the members of the study population 
who were home owners had higher levels of total adult household income and 
participated regularly in the voting process, and they were also more aware of
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the existence of a  legislative subcommittee studying the possibility of 
deconsolidating the CCSD. Further, greater percentages of those respondents 
with higher levels of formal education and more active voting histories stated 
that they were more confident about making a decision about deconsolidation 
based on the level of information they possessed in that area, which was the 
focal point of question 4 (see Appendix K).
By contrast, the demographic property of having children in attendance 
in CCSD schools was computed to have little or no effect on the participants’ 
knowledge about the existence of a legislative committee studying the 
deconsolidation initiative. Both school parents and those without children in 
schools were equally aware of the legislative process taking place (see 
Appendix K).
Section III: Perception of the Problem 
Section III of the survey instrument consisted of five statements to 
which the respondents were asked to react. Each individual completing the 
survey could answer strongly agrre. agree, disagree, or strongly disagree to each 
statement, with the additional options of declining to respond or admitting to 
having no knowledge of the answer. The Section III statements reflected the 
major concerns expressed during the public testimony portions of the Nevada 
Legislative Subcommittee to Study the Reconfiguration of School District’s 
(SSRSD) meetings held during 1995 and 1996 (SSRSD Minutes 1-6, 1995- 
1996).
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The first question in the section, and the fourth in the survey, asked the 
respondents to express their opinion on the quality of education produced by 
the CCSD. Question 5 followed with a query about the responsiveness of the 
CCSD to the concerns of the adult citizens in Clark County, and question 6 
was concerned with the participants’ perception of the efficiency of the school 
district. Question 7 wanted to know about the CCSD’s accountability for its 
educational product, and question 8 inquired about the district's allowance for 
parental input into the educational decisions that affected their children. The 
final question in this section, number 9, asked the participants to rate the 
CCSD’s proactivity in disseminating information about the deconsolidation 
m atter to its constituents.
Unlike Section II, no consistent patterns of significant relationships 
appeared between the questions in this section and the demographic 
characteristics of the respondents either at the .05 or .95 levels, when the 
crosstabulations and chi-square computations were completed. Of the 30 
statistical procedures completed for this section, only 5 produced significance 
levels at .05 or below (16%), while a single question was rated at .95 (3%). 
More specifically, those participants with higher total adult household income 
levels and additional years of formal education were much less inclined to 
answer favorably to questions about the CCSD's accountability, efficiency, and 
information dissemination than would be expected when calculating their 
percentages against the total survey population (see .Appendix L).
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Finally, the demographic characteristic that exhibited the least influence 
on the answers received from the respondents was their living arrangements.
In the case of their opinion on the CCSD’s proactivity in disseminating 
deconsolidation information, equal numbers of survey participants disagreed 
with this statement, regardless of whether they owned their home or rented it. 
(see Appendix L).
Section IV: Solutions to the Problem
Section IV of the survey instrument also consisted of five statements to 
which the respondents were asked to react. .Again, each individual completing 
the survey could answer strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree to 
each statement, with the additional option of declining to respond or admitting 
to having no knowledge. The statements proposed in Section IV were also 
derived from the SSRSD testimony and were the product of the various 
solutions that were presented to that committee during its 1995-1996 meetings 
(SSRSD Minutes 1-6, 1995-1996).
The first statement from Section IV asked the participants to agree or 
disagree to some extent with the idea that the students in CCSD would be 
better served through smaller school districts. Questions 2, 3, and 4 followed 
with statements asking for an opinion on the maintenance of financial ability, 
racial distribution, and community integrity, respectively, as necessary 
parameters when forming new school districts. Finally, question 5 asked the 
survey participants for a verbal commitment to endorse the imposition of an
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additional tax burden, if necessary, in order to effect the deconsolidation 
process, should it occur.
Of the 25 statistical tests performed on the data gathered from Sections 
II, HI, and IV of the survey instrument, those computed on this final section 
elicited the smallest total number of significant relationships between the 
answers given and the demographic characteristics possessed by the 
respondents to the study. In the .05 or lower range, only three single questions 
were computed to be statistically significant when related to all five 
demographic characteristics (12%), and only one of them, racial distributions, 
was repeated on a second question. More specifically, when asked their 
opinion on the maintenance of current racial distributions in the formation of 
new school districts, only those respondents with active voting records and 
lower amounts of formal education were more adamantly in favor of this 
concept in higher percentages than their representation in the composition of 
the general survey population would indicate. This same pattern also held 
true for the concept of an additional tax burden. Whereas home renters 
accounted for a minority of those participants answering the survey questions, 
they made up the majority of the respondents in favor of an additional tax levy 
to facilitate a deconsolidation movement (see Appendix .VI).
The only question in Section IV to exhibit a positive significant 
relationship when compared to a demographic characteristic was the idea of 
financial ability. When related to the formal education of the participants, the
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percentages of agreement and disagreement computed on this question were 
almost identical for each category, indicating that amount of education 
achieved by the survey participants had no bearing on decisions regarding 
financial competence when forming new school districts (see Appendix M).
Summary of Relationship of Demographic Characteristics 
The crosstabulations and chi-square procedures completed on the data 
collected for this section indicate that the demographic characteristics of living 
arrangements, amount of formal education, total adult household income, 
presence of children in CCSD schools, and voting history have more influence 
on the participants’ knowledge about the size and possible deconsolidation of 
the CCSD than any other area. Of the 25 computations completed to 
determine any significant relationships between the demographic 
characteristics and the questions proposed in Section II, 15 were found to be 
statistically significant (60%). This is in direct contrast to the 6 that were 
determined from Section III (20%) and 4 from Section IV (16%).
The demographic characteristics that seemed to influence participants’ 
responses most often were the amount of formal education and total adult 
household income they possessed. The characteristic with the least influence, 
however, appeared to be the presence of their children in CCSD schools.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The purpose of this study was four-fold: (a) to determine the opinion of 
a scientifically drawn sample of adult citizens in Clark County regarding the 
ongoing discussion concerning the deconsolidation of the Clark County School 
District (CCSD). (b) to determine the degree of agreement of this sample 
concerning a set of perceived problems related to size and proposed solutions 
drawn from public testimony before the Nevada Legislative Commission’s 
Subcommittee to Study the Reconfiguration of School Districts (SSRSD), (c) 
to provide an analysis of the opinions of the survey respondents according to 
the seven school board districts in which they resided, and (d) to analyze the 
opinions gathered in terms of selected demographic characteristics of the 
survey respondents. .A telephone survey was the form of data gathering used.
To complete this study, a telephone survey instrument designed 
specifically for this purpose was employed. The numbers used to contact the 
survey participants were gained from a random sampling of all the possible 
telephone numbers of the Sprint Central Telephone - Nevada exchange
91
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utilizing a Random Digit Dialing Technique (Frey, 1989). To insure 
additional random status and respondent anonymity, a variation of selection 
known as the Sudman Method (Frey, 1989) was also used in the selection of 
the telephone numbers.
The telephone survey used to gather the data for this study consisted of 
five sections. The first was a qualification section which was included to 
insure that all participants were over the age of 18 and citizens of the state of 
Nevada. The second portion of the instrument was used to gauge the extent 
of the subjects’ knowledge of the ongoing deconsolidation movement. Section 
three asked the respondents their opinions on the areas that had been 
discussed during the public testimony given before the Nevada Legislative 
Commission's Subcommittee to Study the Reconfiguration of School Districts 
in Nevada (SSRSD) as problems inherent in the CCSD because of its growing 
size. The next section gathered information on the participants’ opinions on 
proposed solutions to the problems that had also been presented during those 
meetings. The final section of the survey instrument allowed for the recording 
of selected demographic characteristics of the respondents. To complete the 
survey, 1,581 telephone calls were made in order to achieve 251 completed 
surveys, representing a 16% success rate.
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Conclusions
Findings of the study generated the following conclusions:
1. Even though the survey participants were cognizant of the 
growth of the CCSD and the actions being undertaken to make 
potential changes in its size and shape, they v/ere also aware of 
the inadequacy of the specific information they possessed to 
make a wise decision on the merits of such changes. Only a 
small majority of survey participants professed any degree of 
familiarity with the specific ongoing discussion concerning the 
deconsolidation of the CCSD. This was the case in spite of their 
professed knowledge of the status of the CCSD as one of the 10 
largest school districts in the nation and their awareness of the 
current actions of a legislative subcommittee studying 
deconsolidation options and procedures. A large majority, 
however, did admit to a lack of information with which they 
could make, as possible voters, wise decisions on the merits of 
deconsolidating the CCSD.
2. The survey participants were in agreement that the CCSD was 
successful in fulfilling its role as the public education entity in 
Clark County in most areas previously considered to be 
perceived problems of the CCSD related to its size. When 
presented with the statements representing the perceived
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problems of the CCSD as they were discussed during meetings of 
the SSRSD, a significant majority of the respondents were in 
agreement that the CCSD does provide a good education for its 
students. Additionally, this same majority of survey participants 
felt that the CCSD was responsive to the concerns of its 
constituents and was accountable for the performance of its 
students as measured by standardized test scores and graduation 
rates. They also felt that parents of CCSD children were given 
sufficient opportunities to provide input into educational 
decisions.
The survey respondents did not feel, however, that the 
CCSD was operated as efficiently as was possible, nor did they 
think that it was proactive enough in disseminating information 
on the advantages and disadvantages of a deconsolidation 
movement.
3. The respondents to the survey felt that the CCSD would provide 
a better education if it were divided into smaller units, but that if 
this were done, specific regulatory parameters would have to be 
in place. Even though only a slight majority of those responding 
to these questions felt that the quality of education would be 
enhanced through the creation of smaller districts, their numbers 
grew substantially when questioned about specific controls that
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should be established if such a movement were undertaken. 
Specifically, a large majority favored the imposition of a fiscal 
ability requirement prior to the formation of any new district. 
Also, a similar number of the respondents felt it important to 
maintain the integrity of existing communities if a 
deconsolidation process were attempted, and a significant 
majority of these same survey respondents felt that existing racial 
distributions should be maintained within newly-formed districts. 
Finally, a majority of those surveyed agreed to shoulder an 
additional tax burden, if necessary, to finance a deconsolidation 
movement in the CCSD.
4. Although some specific questions resulted in differences in 
agreement percentages and levels of statistical significance 
between the overall opinions expressed by the survey population 
and those emanating from specific geographical representative 
areas within the CCSD, none of the areas exhibited differences 
that were consistent in nature in all sections of the study. 
Specifically, only the respondents from representative areas A, F, 
and G supplied answers to the questions that exhibited a 
statistically significant relationship to those expressed by the 
general survey population in more than one instance.
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Of the 105 chi-square computations of significance 
performed on the data derived from these answers, only 17 
(16%) revealed a rating at either the .05 or lower or .95 or 
higher levels, indicating significant disagreement or agreement 
with the total survey response, respectively. The remaining 88 
computations of relationship were scattered within the center of 
the significance rating scale and were indicative of the fact that 
their relationship to the general consensus of the survey 
population could not be determined to follow any consistent 
pattern of agreement or disagreement.
Certain demographic characteristics of the survey respondents 
were proven to have an influence on the opinions they expressed 
in one section of the survey. Section II, but not in Sections III or 
IV. More specifically, the characteristics of home ownership, 
increased levels of total adult household income and formal 
education, and an active voting history were all computed to be 
significantly related to the respondent’s knowledge of the 
problems of the CCSD related to its size, its status as one of the 
largest school districts in the nation, and the ongoing discussion 
and legislative committee action to enact its deconsolidation.
When presented with the statements constituting the 
perceived problems and proposed solutions sections of the
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questionnaire, however, these same participants were much less 
united in their opinions when compared to their demographic 
characteristics. In these two sections, only those individuals with 
increased income and education levels exhibited a statistically 
significant relationship in their opinions, and that was primarily 
confined to their disapproval of the CCSD’s efficiency of 
operation and accountability for its educational product.
A common thread of concern was evident throughout the 
analysis of the data collected from the survey participants.
When answering the questions on the survey dealing with their 
personal knowledge of the discussion concerning the problems of 
the CCSD related to its size, their perception of their ability with 
the information they possessed to make an informed decision 
regarding the merits of deconsolidating the CCSD and their 
perception of the role of the CCSD in disseminating information 
on deconsolidation, the majority responded negatively to these 
questions, regardless of their representative area residence or 
demographic characteristics. Also, when gathering the general 
comments from the survey participants that were recorded at the 
end of the individual questionnaires, the associate researchers 
noted that an overwhelming majority of the respondents 
commented that they felt more information on this topic should
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be provided to them and that the CCSD should be responsible 
for this service.
Recommendations for Further Research
1. A similar study should be done when the 1997 Nevada 
Legislature convenes to consider implementing statutes that 
would allow individual school districts to commence 
deconsolidation movements after certain requirements are met.
2. In light of the fact that the results of this study exhibited a 
general concern about the efficiency of operation of the CCSD, 
studies should be conducted to assess specific reasons for this 
negative impression.
3. Consideration should be given to the replication of this study 
within each specific geographical representative area of the 
CCSD to further ascertain the opinions of the adult citizens 
residing in each of those districts.
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Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 30— Senator Porter
FE.E NUMBER........
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION—Directing the Legislative Commission to 
conduct an interim study of the feasibility of reconfiguring the structure of school 
districts in this state.
WHEREAS, Public education plays a crucial role in producing 
wellinformed, educated and productive members o f society; and 
WHEREAS, The system o f public education in Nevada is organized by 
county school districts, the boundaries o f which are coterminous with 
the boundaries o f the counties o f the state; and
WHEREAS, In 1994, the United States Department o f Education 
pubhshed the results o f a survey based on the enrolment records o f 
schools in 1991, which ranked the Clark County School District as the 
12th largest in the nation and the Washoe County School District as the 
99th largest in the nation; and
WHEREAS, The Clark County School District accounts for 62 percent 
o f the pupils within the state and the Washoe County School District 
accounts for 18 percent o f the pupils within the state; and
WHEREAS, The unique geography o f the state has resulted in the 
concentration o f some schools and pupils at locations that are 
considerably distant from the administrative offices o f the various 
school districts; and
WHEREAS, Reconfiguring the structure o f school districts may allow 
the school system in this state to be more responsive to the concerns of 
the residents o f  Nevada regarding education; now, therefore, be it 
RESOLVED BY THE SENATE OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, THE 
ASSEMBLY CONCURRING, That the Legislative Commission is hereby 
directed to enter into a contract with at least one qualified, 
independent, nationally recognised consultant to conduct an interim 
study o f the feasibility of reconfiguring the structure o f school districts 
in this state; and be it further
RESOLVED, That the Legislative Commission shall appoint a 
subcommittee composed of four members o f the Senate and four 
members o f the Assembly to oversee the interim study conducted by 
the consultant; and be it fhrther
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RESOLVED, That the Legislative Commission may, at the request o f  
the subcommittee, appoint an advisory group to provide technical 
expertise to the Legislative Commission or the consultant regarding the 
reconfiginution o f the structure o f the school districts in this state and 
to assist the subcommittee in its efforts; and be it further
RESOLVED, That the scope o f the study, which must be conducted 
within the confines and structure o f the Nevada plan, as set forth in 
NRS 387.121, must include an analysis of:
LAny alternatives for the organisation o f school districts;
2.Any financial, tax, legal, social and geographical considerations 
regarding those organisational alternatives; and
3. Any actions necessaiy to carry out those organisational alternatives;
and be it further
RESOLVED, That any recommendations for legislation resulting firom 
the study must be approved by a majority o f the members o f the 
Assembly and a majority o f the members o f the Senate appointed to 
conduct the study; and be it further 
RESOLVED, That the Legislative Commission submit a report o f its 
findings and any recommendations for legislation to the 69th session o f 
the Nevada Legislature.








 Complete Call Back Hangup Refusal Other____
Hello. This i s _____________________________________ calling from the Department of
Educational Leadership at the University of Nevada-Las Vegas. We are conducting a 
confidential survey of citizens in Clark County about issues facing the Clark County School 
District. Your number was selected through a random sample of telephone numbers in the area 
and the directors of this survey have no way of determining your identity. Before we continue, I 
need to know if I have dialed the correct number. Is this________________?
SECTION I: QUALIFICATION 
STEP I:
1. NO:_________  "Sorry to have bothered you."
2. YES:________  "Good! Am 1 speaking to a citizen of the state of Nevada over the age of
eighteen? (GO TO STEP 11)
STEP II:
1. NO:_________ "Is there a person over the age of eighteen at this residence that 1 may speak
to?"
A. NO, TERMINATE WITH "Thank vou for your time."
B. YES. WAIT FOR THE RESPONDENT TO ANSWER AND GO TO STEP I, YES 
RESPONSE.
2. YES:________ "Your number was selected at random from the local telephone directory.
and your responses will be confidential. We are conducting a survey concerning the issue of 
breaking up. or deconsolidating. the Clark County School District into smaller districts or 
retaining it in its current state. As an adult citizen of Nevada, your opinion is very valuable 
to us. We would like to ask your cooperation for approximately ten minutes in responding to 
a few questions on this matter. Please feel free to ask questions at any time. .Also, you may 
withhold your response to any item if you wish. May we begin?" (GO TO SECTION II)
SECTION II: KNOWLEDGE OF THE PROBLEM
The first question is:
To what extent are you familiar with the ongoing discussion concerning the si/e of the Clark 
County School District?
.Are you:
 (1) Very Familiar (2)Some\^hai Familiar (3)Somcwhat Unfamiliar (OR)
 (4)Not Familiar .At All
Next, we will ask you a couple of questions to determine your knowledge of the proposed issue. 
Please answer these questions \ o  or nn.
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(l)YES (2)NO
1. Are you aware that the Clark County School District is____________ ___ ___
one of the ten largest school districts in the United
States?
2. Are you aware that there is currently a legislative ___ ___
subcommittee studying the possibility of breaking up,
or deconsolidating, the Clark County School District 
into smaller school districts?
3. Do you feel that you have sufficient information ___ ___
concerning the possible deconsolidation of the Clark
County School District to be able to make, as a 
possible voter, a wise decision on the merits of such a 
movement?
SECTION HI: PERCEPTION OF THE PROBLEM
These next few question have to do with your agreement or disagreement with the perceived 
problems of the Clark County School District related to its size. Please answer each of them 
with Strongly Agree. Agree, Strongiv Disagree, or Disagree:
(I) SA (2) A (3) D (2) SD
4. Students in the Clark County ___ ___ __  ___
School District receive a good
education.
5. The Clark County School ___ ___ __  ___
District is responsive to the
concerns of the adult citizens 
in Clark County.
6. The Clark County School ___ ___ __  ___
District operates efficiently.
7. The Clark County School___________ ___ ___ __  ___
District is accountable for
student performance on 
standardized tests and student 
graduation rates.
8. Parents in Clark County ___ ___ __  ___
School District have sufficient
opportunity for input 
concerning the education of 
their children.
9. The Clark County School ___ ___ __  ___
District provides information
on the advantages and 
disadvantages of breaking up 
the district into smaller units
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SECTION IV: OPINION ON PROPOSED SOLUTIONS
This next section deals with your opinion on possible solutions to the perceived problems of the 
Clark County School District. Please continue to answer Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, or 
Strongly Disagree." (DN /N A  = 9)
(1) SA (2) A (3) D (4) SD
10. The quality of education for ___ ___ ___ ___
Clark County students
would be improved if the 
Clark County School 
District were sub-divided 
into smaller school districts.
11. Before any geographical ___ ___ ___ ___
area was allowed to form
its own school district, it 
should be required to prove 
that it could finance and 
maintain any necessary 
future public schools within 
its boundaries.
12. .Any new school district___________ ___ ___ ___ ___
formed should be required
to maintain a racial 
distribution similar to that 
which exists within the 
county as a whole.
13. Any new school district___________ __  __  ___ ___
formed should be required
to maintain the integrity of 
the communities that 
existed in the county as a 
whole before a 
dcconsolidation movement 
was begun.
14. As an adult citizen in Clark __  __  ___ ___
County, I would be willing
to assume an additional tax 
burden, if necessary, to 
finance a dcconsolidation 
movement in the Clark 
Countv School District.
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SECTION V: RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS
This last section asks you some questions about yourself for statistical purposes. Please answer 
each question as directed individually. Remember, this is a completely confidential interview.
15. Do you currently own or rent your home?
( 1 )  Own (2 )___Rent (3 )____Other
16. How many years of formal education have you completed?
( 1 ) ___< HS (2 )  HS (3 )____ Some college (4 )  College Grad. (5 )  Post-Grad.
17. Which of the following describes your current total adult household income from all 
sources before taxes?
( 1 ) ___S0-20K (2 )___ S21-40K (3 )___ S41-60K (4 )___ S61-75K (5 )___  >$75
18. Do you have children residing in your home who attend the Clark County School District? 
( I )  Yes (2 )  No
19. Have you voted in any general election in Clark County in the past two years?
(1) Yes (2) No
This concludes our questions. Do you have any additional comments concerning the Clark 
Countv School District that vou would like to add?
Thank vou and cood-bvc."









Welcome to this project and thank you for agreeing to assist with this very 
important educational exercise. In addition to the verbal instructions you will 
receive from the project director, these sheets will provide you with some 
additional tips and strategies to help you complete your assigned surveys with 
more effectiveness and efficiency. Please remember, however, that if you 
should run into any difficulties while conducting your interviews, you are to 
contact the project director immediately.
Your training for this project will be in two sections. Initially, you will 
receive instructions, as outlined on these pages, on the general parameters to 
be followed in conducting a telephone survey (Frey. 1993). Following that, 
you will be introduced to the actual questionnaire itself, and your training will 
shift to a study-specific examination of the school deconsolidation vehicle you 
will be utilizing. Please feel free to ask any questions or make any suggestions 
you feel necessary. Good Luck !!!
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SECTION I - GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS;
1. REMAIN NEUTRAL: It must be assumed that each question will mean the 
same thing to every respondent. Consequently, your presence as an 
interviewer should not affect the respondent’s perception of the question 
nor the kind of answer that is given. Therefore, please adhere as closely as 
possible to the following list of directions:
A. Avoid interjecting your own opinion.
B. Avoid being "clever."
C. Avoid any unnecessary or overly enthusiastic reinforcement phrases.
D. Be an "active" listener, but only give a minimum of reinforcement.
E. NEVER suggest an answer.
2. BALANCE YOUR RAPPORT: Remember that a telephone survey is still a 
social situation. Consequently, as the interviewer, you must establish a 
medium point between stimulating accurate responses and avoiding biased 
answers. Avoid being persuasive, except during the introduction of the 
interview. .Also, make sure that the respondent is not trying to subtly 
determine if there are responses you are trying to elicit. Finally, if the 
respondent becomes hostile or sarcastic, keep your return comments 
neutral. Do not "buy in" to the person’s attitude.
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3. FOLLOW THROUGH ON YOUR ASSIGNED TASKS:
A. Be familiar with the questionnaire and accurately communicate the 
questions.
B. Follow the question wording and question order exactly; ask all the 
questions unless the respondent terminates the interview.
C. Listen actively and maximize the respondent’s ability and willingness 
to answer.
D. Repeat questions, if necessary, exactly as you presented them initially.
E. Be casual, conversational, and friendly.
F. Do not probe. (Since none of the questions on this vehicle are open- 
ended, with the exception of the final comments section, probing 
should not be necessary.)
4. BE PRECISE WITH FEEDBACK: Throughout the interview, you should 
give the respondent an indication that he or she is doing a good job of 
answering the questions. You should NOT. however, give any indication 
that you either disagree or agree with any response given. You can avoid 
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SECTION II - STUDY-SPECIFIC CONSIDERATIONS;
1. INTRODUCTION; This section of the questionnaire becomes very 
important when completing a telephone survey because it both sets the 
stage and establishes the tone for the remainder of the procedure. Take 
your time with this section and use the POSSIBLE RESPONSES sheet you 
have been given if any questions arise. If any respondent continues to ask 
questions beyond those provided on the POSSIBLE RESPONSES sheet, 
contact the project director immediately. Remember to stress the 
confidentiality and anonymity inherent in the vehicle you are using.
2. WHOM TO INTERVIEW: Remember, we are seeking the opinion of adult 
members of households (over the age of eighteen). Consequently, you 
should;
A. Interview the person who responds to the phone call if he or she 
qualifies as over eighteen years of age.
B. Ask to speak to an adult if a minor answers the phone.
C. If no adult is present, terminate the interview and mark it as a 
callback.
D. Do not ask any additional questions to determine if an adult is 
responding. When in doubt, complete the interview.
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3. HOW MUCH INFORMATION TO GIVE:
A. Read each question precisely as written.
B. Answer any additional questions from the respondents with 
information provided on the POSSIBLE RESPONSES sheet. If that 
item does not provide the information you seek, contact the project 
director.
C. To facilitate correct responses, utilize the following key phrases:
1. "This is all the information available to us."
2. "We would like you to answer the question in terms of the way it
is stated. Could I read it again for you?"
3. "Pm sorry I don’t have that information."
4. "I will write on your questionnaire the qualifications to your
answer you have just mentioned."
D. If the respondent still requires more information, contact the project 
director.
E. Record extraneous comments on the questions in the margins, if 
possible.
4. WHOSE OPINION TO ACCEPT: Accept the respondent's opinion only.
This survey is not concerned with what the respondent's kids, boss, 
neighbors, bartender, etc. think. ALSO, DON'T GIVE THE 
RESPONDENT YOUR OPINION.
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5. RECORD EVERY CALL YOU MAKE: Using the response grid on the top 
of the questionnaire, take care to record every contact. In particular, give 
some indication if any special circumstance was involved.
6. HANDLING AN ADVERSARIAL RESPONDENT: If, by chance, a 
respondent becomes incensed, irate, uses foul language, etc.:
A. If possible, be nice and don’t hang up.
B. Do not, under any circumstances, ARG UE, INSERT YOUR OWN 
OPINION, LOSE YOUR TEMPER.
C. Do not, if possible, terminate the interview even if the respondent is 
abusive.
D. If termination becomes necessary, use the following statement: "I’m 
awfully sorry we cannot complete this interview, but thank you 
anyway. Good-bye."
7. AFTER YOU HANG UP: When you complete each interview, review the 
questionnaire to insure that all sections are marked, all answers are 
recorded, and all remarks are legible.






1. WHAT IS THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP?
This is a department in the College of Education at University of Nevada, 
Las Vegas. The department chair is Dr. Carl Steinhoff.
2. WHO IS SPONSORING THE RESEARCH?
This study is being conducted as part of a doctoral dissertation in the 
Department of Educational Leadership. The person conducting the survey 
is Matthew Lusk, a doctoral candidate. His committee chairperson at 
UNLV is Dr. Teresa Jordan. They can be reached at 895-3491.
3. HOW DID YOU GET MY NAME AND NL^MBER?
We do not have or need your name. Your number was dialed at random 
(technique: Random Digit Dialing) without using any list such as a 
telephone directory.
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4. HOW DO I KNOW THIS WILL BE CONFIDENTIAL?
We do not have your name. We are only interested in the combined 
responses from the 2,000 people who will be contacted. No one individual’s 
responses will be singled out. All of us working on this project are required 
to follow certain policies and procedures developed for the purpose of 
protecting everyone’s identity.
5. HOW WILL THE RESULTS BE USED?
The information generated by this survey will assist a doctoral student in the 
Department of Educational Leadership at UNLV compare the opinions 
gathered from the public testimony on deconsolidating the Clark County 
School District with those expressed by Nevada citizens contacted at 
random. In addition, the results will be made available to both the interim 
legislative subcommittee studying school district deconsolidation as well as 
to the Clark County School District Trustees to help them understand what 
people of Clark County think about certain issues as they relate to the size 
of the Clark County School District.
6. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY?
This is a general survey of the public on a number of current issues or 
problems related to the size of the Clark County School District. The study 
is designed to learn how you fee! about these matters.
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•  DO NOT provide any additional information other than 
what is included above. If there are any questions you 
cannot answer or if your answer does not satisfy the 
respondent, contact the project director.
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APPENDIX D
CROSSTABULATIONS, CHI-SQUARES, 
AND STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE: 
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Table D-1
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Table D-2


























































Chi-Square: 5.512 Signifieance: .137
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Table D-3





Residual Populat. Area A
Row
Total
Very 27 2 29
Familiar 24 .4 4.6 11. 6%
12.8% 5.0%
2.6 -2.6
Somewhat 93 25 118
Familiar 99 .2 18.8 47.0%
44 . 1% 62.5%
-6.2 6.2
Somewhat 39 6 45




Very 52 7 59
familiar 49.6 9.4 23.5%
24.6% 17.5%
2.4 -2.4
Column 211 40 251
Total 84.1% 15.9% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 5.154 Significance: .160
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Table D-4


































Chi-Square: 1.443 Significance: .229
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Table D-5


































Chi-Square 1.275 Significance: .258
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Table D-6
Community Integrities Maintained During Deconsolidation bv Area A and
Total Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  A
R o w
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 4 7 1 2 5 9
A g r e e 4 9 . 8 9 . 2 2 4 . 1 %
2 2 . 7 % 3 1 . 6 %  ■
- 2 . 8 2 . 8
A g r e e 1 4 8 2 3 1 7 1
1 4 4 . 5 2 6 . 5 6 9 . 8 %
7 1 . 5 % 6 0 . 5 %
3 . 5 - 3 . 5
D i s a g r e e 1 2 3 1 5
1 2 . 7 2 . 3 6 . 1 %
5 . 8 % 7 . 9 %
- . 7 . 7
C o l u m n 2 0 7 3 8 2 4 5
T o t a l 8 4 . 5 % 1 5 . 5 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  1 . 8 3 4  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 3 9 9
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Table D-7




Residual Populat. Area A
Row
Total
Strongly 7 1 8
Agree 6.7 1.3 3.3%
3.5% 2.5%
.3 -.3




Disagree 91 13 104
86.7 17 .3 43.2%
45.3% 32.5%
4.3 -4.3
Strongly 23 6 29
Disagree 24 .2 4.8 12.0%
11.4% 15. 0%
-1.2 - 1.2
Column 201 40 241
Total 83.4% 16.6% 100.0%
Chi-Sauare: 2.54: Significance: .467
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Table D-8





Residual Populat. Area A
Row
Total
Strongly 13 1 14
Agree 11.7 2.3 5.7%
6.4% 2.5%
1.3 -1.3
Agree 103 23 126
105.3 20.7 51. 6%
50.5% 57.5%
-2.3 2.3




Strongly 8 3 11
Disagree 9.2 1.8 4.5%
3.9% 7.5%
-1.2 1.2
Column 204 40 244
Total 83.6% 16.4% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 2.537 Significance: .4 68
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Table D-9





Residual Populat. Area A
Row
Total
Strongly 18 6 24
Agree 20.2 3.8 9.8%
8.7% 15.4%
-2.2 2.2








Strongly 10 3 13
Disagree 10.9 2.1 5.3%
4 . 8% 7 .7%
—. 9  ^0
Column 207 39 246
Total 64.1% 15.9% 100.0%
Chi-Square : 2.447 Significance: .484
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Residual Populat. Area A
Row
Total
Strongly 23 3 26
Agree 21.9 4.1 10.5%
11.0% 7.7%
1.1 -1.1




Disagree 57 7 64
53. 9 10.1 25.8%
27 .3% 17. 9%
3.1 -3.1
Strongly 15 4 19
Disagree 16.0 3.0 7 .7%
7.2% 10.3%
-1.0 1.0
Column 209 39 248
Total 84.3% 15.7% 100.0%
Chi-Square 2.393 Significance ; .4 94
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Table D -II
























































39 24 9 
15.7% 100.0%
Chi-Square : 1.184 Significance: .756
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Table D-12


























































Chi-Square : . 635 Significance; .888
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Table D-13





Residual Populat. Area A
Row
Total
Strongly 70 13 83
Agree 70.0 13.0 33.3%
33.3% 33.3%
.0 .0




Disagree 14 3 17
14.3 2.7 6. 8%
6.7% 7 .7%
-.3 .3
Column 210 39 249
Total 84 .3% 15.7% 100.0%
Chi-Square; .056 Significance: .972
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Table D-14


































Chi-Square : .000(2) Significance: .987
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Table D-15
Racial Distributions Maintained During Deconsolidation bv Area A and Total
Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  A T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 3 4 7 4 1
A g r e e 3 4 . 4 6 . 6 1 6 . 5 %
1 6 . 3 % 1 7 . 5 %
- . 4 . 4
A g r e e 1 0 0 1 8 1 1 8
9 9 . 0 1 9 . 0 4 7 . 4 %
4 7 . 8 % 4 5 . 0 %
1 . 0 - 1 . 0
D i s a g r e e 6 1 1 2 7 3
6 1 . 3 1 1 . 7 2 9 . 3 %
2 9 . 2 % 3 0 . 0 %
- . 3 . 3
S t r o n g l y 1 4 3 1 7
D i s a g r e e 1 4 . 3 2 . 7 6 . 8 %
6 . 7 % 7 . 5 %
- . 3 . 3
C o l u m n 2 0 9 4 0 2 4 9
T o t a l 8 3 . 9 % 1 6 . 1 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  . 1 2 7  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 9 8 8
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APPENDIX E 
CROSSTABULATIONS, CHI-SQUARES. 
AND STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE: 
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Table E-1
































14 . 8% 
2.6
3











Chi-Square: 3.018 Significance: .221
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Aware of CCSD as One of the Largest School Districts 
by





































Chi-Square: 2,340 Significance: .126
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The CCSD Operates Efficiently
by











Strongly 5 3 8
Agree 7.0 1.0 3.3%
2.4% 9.7%
-2.0 2.0
Agree 88 12 100
87.1 12. 9 41.5%
41.9% 38.7%
.9 -.9




Strongly 24 5 29
Disagree 25.3 3.7 12.0%
11.4% 16.1%
—1.3 1.3
Column 210 31 241
Total 87.1% 12.9% 100.0%
Chi-Square : 5.379 Significance: .14 6
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CCSD is Responsive to Citizen Concerns 
by





























































Chi-Square: 5.002 Significance: .171
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CCSD is Accountable for its Educational Product
by




























































Chi-Square: 4.812 Significance: .186
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1 0 0 . 0 %
Chi-Square: 3.607 Significance: .307
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Deconsolidation Would Improve CCSD Education
by








Residual Populat. Area C
Row
Total
Strongly 32 5 37
Agree 32.0 5.0 15.3%
15.3% 15.2%
.0 .0
Agree 109 12 121
104 .5 16.5 50.0%
52.2% 36.4%
4.5 -4.5




Strongly 8 2 10
Disagree 8 . 6 1.4 4.1%
3.8% 6.1%
-.6 . 6
Column 209 33 242
Total 86.4% 13.6% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 3.518 Significance: .318
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Willing to Pay More Taxes for Deconsolidation
by




























































Chi-Square: 2.946 Significance: .399
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C o m m u n i t y  I n t e g r i t i e s  M a i n t a i n e d  D u r i n g  D e c o n s o l i d a t i o n  
b y
A r e a  C  & T o t a l  S u r v e y  P o p u l a t i o n
C o m m u n i t y
I n t e g .
C o u n t
E x p  V a l
C o l  P e t R o w -
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  C T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 4 9 1 0 5 9
1 A g r e e 5 1 . 5 7 . 5 2 4 . 1 %
2 2 . 9 % 3 2 . 3 %
- 2 . 5 2 . 5
A g r e e 1 5 1 2 0 1 7 1
1 4 9 . 4 2 1 . 6 6 9 . 8 %
7 0 . 6 % 6 4 . 5 %
1 . 6 - 1 . 6
D i s a g r e e 1 4 1 1 5
1 3 . 1 1 . 9 6 . 1 %
6 . 5 % 3 . 2 %
. . 9 —. 9
C o l u m n 2 1 4 3 1 2 4 5
T o t a l 8 7 . 3 % 1 2 . 7 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e  : 1 . 6 1 3 S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 4 4 6
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Sufficient Information to Decide on Deconsolidation 
by






























Column 216 34 250
Total 86.4% 13.6% 100.0%
Chi-Square: .444 Significance: .504
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Proven Financial Ability for Deconsolidation
by







Residual Populat. Area C
Row-
Total
Strongly 72 11 83
Agree 71.7 11.3 33.3%
33.5% 32.4%
.3 -.3 •




Disagree 16 1 17
14 .7 2.3 6.8%
7.4% 2.9%
1.3 — 1.3
Column 215 34 249
Total 86.3% 13.7% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 1.038 Significance: .595
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CCSD Allows Parent Input 
by





























































Chi-Square: 1.695 Significance: .637
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
152
Aware of Committee Studying CCSD Deconsolidation 
by




































Chi-Square: .077 Significance: .780
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CCSD Provides Information on Deconsolidation
by




































1 0 0 . 0 %
Chi-Square: .312 Significance: .855
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APPENDIX G
Crosstabulations, Chi-Squares, Statistical Significance: 
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Aware of Committee Studying CCSD Deconsolidation 
b y


































28 250  
11.2% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 4.012 Significance : .045
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Deconsolidation Would Improve CCSD Education
by








Residual Populat. Area D
Row
Total
Strongly 36 1 37
Agree 32.6 4.4 15.3%
16. 9% 3.4%
3.4 -3.4




Disagree 64 10 74
65.1 8.9 30 . 6%
30.0% 34.5%
-1.1 1.1
Strongly 10 0 10
Disagree 8.8 1.2 4.1%
4.7% .0%
1.2 -1.2
Column 213 29 242
Total 88.0% 12.0% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 5.507 Significance: .138
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Familiar With Discussion Concerning Size of CCSD
b y


































































Chi-Square: 4.936 Significance: .17 6
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The CCSD Operates Efficiently
by




























































Chi-Square; 4.64 6 Significance : .199
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Proven Financial Ability for Deconsolidation
by
















































Chi-Square: 2.625 Significance: .269
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C o m m u n i t y  I n t e g r i t i e s  M a i n t a i n e d  D u r i n g  D e c o n s o l i d a t i o n  
b y
A r e a  D & T o t a l  S u r v e y  P o p u l a t i o n
C o m m u n i t y
I n t e g .
M a i n t a i n e d
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  D
R o w
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 5 5 4 5 9
A g r e e 5 2 . 0 7 . 0 2 4 . 1 %
2 5 . 5 % 1 3 . 8 %
3 . 0 - 3 . 0
A g r e e 1 4 8 2 3 1 7 1
1 5 0 . 8 2 0 . 2 6 9 . 8 %
6 8 . 5 % 7 9 . 3 %
- 2 . 8 2 . 8
D i s a g r e e 1 3 2 1 5
1 3 . 2 1 . 8 6 . 1 %
6 . 0 % 6 . 9 %
- . 2 . 2
C o l u m n 2 1 6 2 9 2 4 5
T o t a l 8 8 . 2 % 1 1 . 8 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  1 . 9 0 4  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 3 8 5
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CCSD is Accountable for its Educational Product
by







Residual Populat. Area D
Row
Total
Strongly 22 2 24








Disagree 48 10 58
51.4 6. 6 23.6%
22.0% 35.7%
-3.4 3.4
Strongly 12 1 13
Disagree 11.5 1.5 5.3%
5.5% 3.6%
.5 -.5
Column 218 28 246
Total 88.6% 11.4% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 2.684 Significance: .442
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CCSD Allows Parent Input
b y








Residual Populat. Area D
Row
Total
Strongly 24 2 26
Agree 23.0 3.0 10.5%
11.0% 6.9%
1.0 -1.0








Strongly 18 1 19
Disagree 16.8 2.2 7.7%
8.2% 3.4%
1.2 —1.2
Column 219 29 248
Total 88.3% 11.7% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 2.474 Significance: .47 9
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CCSD Students Receive a Good Education
b y








Residual Populat. Area D
Row
Total
Strongly 26 2 28
Agree 24.7 3.3 11.2%
11.8% 6.9%
1.3 ”1.3








Strongly 16 2 18
Disagree 15.9 2.1 7.2%
7.3% 6.9%
.1 -.1
Column 220 29 249
Total 88.4% 11.6% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 2.229 Significance: .526
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R a c i a l  D i s t r i b u t i o n s  M a i n t a i n e d  D u r i n g  D e c o n s o l i d a t i o n  
b y
A r e a  D  & T o t a l  S u r v e y  P o p u l a t i o n
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
- C o l  P e t
R a c i a l  
D i s t r i b . 
M a i n t a i n e d
R o w
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  D T o t a l
S t r o n g l y
A g r e e
3 8
3 6 . 2




1 0 . 3 %
- 1 . 8
4 1
1 6 . 5 %
A g r e e 1 0 1
1 0 4 . 3
4 5 . 9 %
- 3 . 3
1 7  
1 3 . 7  
5 8 .  6% 
3 . 3
1 1 8
4 7 . 4 %
D i s a g r e e 6 5
6 4 . 5




2 7 . 6 %
- . 5
7 3
2 9 . 3 %
S t r o n g l y
d i s a g r e e
1 6
1 5 . 0




3 . 4 %
- 1 . 0
1 7
6 . 8 %
C o l u m n 2 2 0 2 9 2 4 9
T o t a l 8 8 . 4 % 1 1 . 6 % 1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  2 . 2 0 2  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 5 3 1
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Aware of CCSD as One of the Largest School Districts 
by





































Chi-Square: .375 Significance: .54 0
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Table F -Il


























































Chi-Square : 2.946 Significance: .399
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Table F-12






Residual Populat. Area C Total
Strongly 22 6 28
Agree 24.2 3.8 11.2%
10.2% 17 . 6%
-2.2 2.2
Agree 118 14 132
114.0 18.0 53.0%
54 . 9% 41.2%
4.0 -4 . 0




Strongly 14 4 18
Disagree 15.5 2.5 7.2%
6.5% 11. 8%
-1.5 1.5
Column 215 34 249
Total 86.3% 13.7% 100.0%
Chi-Square : 3.607 Significance: .307
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Table F-13





Residual Populat. Area C
Row
Total
Strongly 72 11 83
Agree 71.7 11.3 33.3%
33.5% 32.4%
.3 -.3




Disagree 16 1 17
14 .7 2 . 3 6.8%
7.4% 2.9%
1.3 -1.3
Column 215 34 249
Total 86.3% 13.7% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 1.038 Significance: .595
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Table F-14
Sufficient Information to Decide on Deconsolidation by Area Ca nd  Total. 
Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  C
Row
T o t a l
Y e s 5 8
5 9 . 6
2 6 . 9 %
- 1 .  6
1 1
9 . 4
3 2 . 4 %
1 . 6
6 9  
2 7  . 6%
N o 1 5 8  
1 5 6 . 4  
7 3 . 1 %  
1 . 6
2 3  
2 4 .  6 
6 7 . 6 %  
— 1 . 6
1 8 1
7 2 . 4 %
C o l u m n 2 1 6 3 4 2 5 0
T o t a l  8  6 . 4 % 1 3 . 6 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  . 4 4 4  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 5 0 4
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Table F-15
Racial Distributions Maintained During Deconsolidation bv Area C and Total, 
Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  C
R o w
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y
A g r e e
3 3
3 5 . 4
1 5 . 3 %
- 2 . 4
8
5 . 6
2 3 . 5 %
2 . 4
4 1
1 6 . 5 %
A g r e e 1 0 5
1 0 1 . 9
4 8 . 8 %
3 . 1
1 3
1 6 . 1
3 8 . 2 %
- 3 . 1
1 1 8
4 7 . 4 %
D i s a g r e e 6 5
6 3 . 0
3 0 . 2 %
2 . 0
8
1 0 . 0
2 3 . 5 %
- 2 . 0
7 3
2 9 . 3 %
S t r o n g l y
D i s a g r e e
1 2  
1 4  . 7  
5 . 6 %  
- 2 . 7
5
2 . 3
1 4 . 7 %
2 . 7
1 7
6 . 8 %
C o l t m t n
T o t a l
2 1 5
5 6 . 3 %
3 4  2 4 9  
1 3 . 7 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e : 5 . 9 1 9 S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 1 1 5
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APPENDIX G 
CROSSTABULATIONS, CHI-SQU.ARES, 
AND STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE: 
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Table G -1































1 3 . 4 !
231 
1 0 0 . 0 %
Chi-Square: .226 Significance: .892
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Table G-2





Residual Populat. Area D
Row
Total
Strongly 36 1 37
Agree 32.6 4.4 15.3%
16.9% 3.4%
3.4 -3.4
Agree 103 18 121
106.5 14 .5 50.0%
48.4% 62.1%
-3.5 3.5
Disagree 64 10 7 4
65.1 8.9 30. 6%
30.0% 34 .5%
-1.1 1.1
Strongly 10 0 10
Disagree 8 . 8 1.2 4 . 1%
4.7% .0%
1.2 -1.2
Column 213 29 242
Total 88.0% 12.0% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 5.507 Significance: .138
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2 3 . 5 !
251
1%
Chi-Square: 4.936 Significance: .17 6
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Table G-4


































Chi-Square: 4.012 Significance : .045
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Table G-5
Aware of CCSD As One of the Largest School Districts bv Area P  and Total
Survey Population
C o u n t
E x p  V a l
C o l  P e t
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  D
Y e s 1 5 4 2 1
1 5 5 . 4 1 9 . 6
6 9 .  4% 7 5 . 0 %
- 1 .  4 1 . 4
N o 6 8 7
6 6 . 6 8 . 4
3 0 . 6 % 2 5 . 0 %
1 . 4 - 1 . 4
R o w
T o t a l
1 7 5
7 0 . 0 %
7 5
3 0 . 0 %
C o l u m n
T o t a l
2 2 2  2 8  2 5 0
8 8 . 8 % 1 1 . 2 % 1 0 0 . 0 %
: h i - S c u a r e :  . 3 7  5 S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 5 4  0
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Table G-6
Community Integrities Maintained During^Deconsolidatinn hv Area P  and
Total Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  D T o t a l
S t r o n g l y
A g r e e
5 5
5 2 . 0




1 3 . 8 %
- 3 . 0
5 9
2 4 . 1 %
A g r e e 1 4 8
1 5 0 . 8
6 8 . 5 %
- 2 . 8
2 3
2 0 . 2
7 9 . 3 %
2 . 8
1 7 1
6 9 . 8 %
D i s a g r e e 1 3
1 3 . 2




6 . 9 %
. 2
1 5
6 . 1 %
C o l u m n
T o t a l
2 1 6
8 8 . 2 %
2 9  2 4 5  
1 1 . 8 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e  : 1 . 9 0 4  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 3 8 5
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Table G-7




Residual Populat. Area D
Row
Total
Strongly 6 2 8
Agree 7.1 .9 3.3%
2.8% 7.1%
-1.1 1.1
Agree 89 11 100
88 .4 11.6 41.5%
41.8% 39.3%
. 6 -.6
Disagree 95 9 104
91.9 12.1 43.2%
44 . 6% 32.1%
3.1 -3.1
Strongly 23 6 29
Disagree 25.6 3.4 12.0%
10.8% 21.4%
-2.6 2.6
Column 213 28 241
Total 88.4% 11.6% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 4.646 Significance: .199
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Table G-8






Residual Populat. Area D Total
Strongly 12 2 14
Agree 12.5 1.5 5.7%
5.5% 7.4%
■ -.5 .5
Agree 110 16 126
112.1 13.9 51. 5%
50.7% 59.3%
-2.1 2.1
Disagree 85 8 93
82.7 10.3 38 .1%
39.2% 29.6%
2.3 -2.3
Strongly 10 1 11
Disagree 9.8 1.2 <1.5%
4 . 6% 3.7%
o _  ^  2
Column 217 27 244
Total 88.9% 11.1% 100.0%
Chi-Square : 1.105 Significance: .775
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Table G-9





















. 5 -. 5
Column 218 28












Chi-Square: 2.684 Significance: .442
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Table G -10




Residual Populat. Area D
Row
Total
Strongly 24 2 26
Agree 23.0 3.0 10.5%
11.0% 6.9%
1.0 -1.0








Strongly 18 1 19
Disagree 16.8 2.2 7.7%
8.2% 3.4%
1.2 -1.2
Column 219 2 9 248
Total 86.3% 11.7% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 2.474 Significance: .479
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Table G -Il



























1 0 . 0 %
123 
4 9.4%
3 0 . 1 !
1 0 . 4
249
1 0 0 . 0 %
Chi-Sauare: 1.000 Sicnifica.nce : .801
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Table G -12





Residual Populat. Area D
Row
Total
Strongly 26 2 28
Agree 24 .7 3.3 11.2%
11.8% 6.9%
1.3 -1.3








Strongly 16 2 18
Disagree 15.9 2.1 7.2%
7.3% 6.9%
. 1 -.1
Column 220 29 249
Total 88.4% 11.6% 100.0%
Chi-Sauare: 2.229 Significance: .526
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Table G -13





Residual Populat. Area D Total
Strongly 77 6 83
Agree 73.3 9.7 33.3%
35.0% 20.7%
3.7 -3.7
Agree 129 20 14 9
131.6 17 .4 59.8%
58.6% 69.0%
-2.6 2.6




Column 220 29 249
Total 52.4% 11.6% 100.0%
Chi-Square ; 2.625 Signifieanee: .269
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Table G-14


































Chi-Square .014 Significance: .902
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Table G -15
Racial Distributions Maintained During Deconsolidation by Area D and Total. 
Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  D
R o w
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y
A g r e e
3 8
3 6 . 2




1 0 . 3 %
- 1 . 8
4 1
1 6 . 5 %
A g r e e 1 0 1  
1 0 4  . 3  
4 5 . 9 %  
- 3 . 3
1 7
1 3 . 7
5 8 . 6 %
3 . 3
1 1 8
4 7 . 4 %
D i s a g r e e 6 5  
6 4 . 5  
2  9 . 5 %  
. 5
c
8 . 5  
2 7 . 6 %  
- .  5
7 3  
2  9 . 3 %
S t r o n g l y
d i s a g r e e
1 6  
1 5 . 0  




3 . 4 %
- 1 . 0
1 7
6 . 8 %
C o l u m n
T o t a l
2 2 0
5 5 . 4 %
2 9
1 1 . 6 %  1
2 4 9
0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  2 . 2 0 2  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 5 3 1
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APPENDIX H 
CROSSTABULATIONS. CHI-SQUARES, 
.AND STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE: 
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Table H-1














































Chi-Square: 2.084 Significance: .352
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Table H-2






Residual Populat. Area E
Row
Total
Strongly 28 9 37
Agree 31.3 5.7 15.3%
13.7% 24.3%
-3.3 3.3 -




Disagree 63 11 74
62 .7 11.3 30. 6%
30.7% 29.7%
.3 _ ^ 3
Strongly 10 0 10
Disagree 8.5 1 .5 4.1%
4.9% .0%
1.5 -1.5
Column 205 37 242
Total 84.7% 15.3% 100.0%
Chi-Square : 4.290 Signifieanee: .231
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Table H-3





Residual Populat. Area E
Very 26 3














4.9 -4 . 9
Column 213 38




1 1 . 6 %
118







Chi-Square: 6.133 Significance: .105
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Table H-4




































Chi-Square: .365 Significance : .545
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Table H-5
Aware of CCSD Æs One nf the Largest School Districts bv Area E and Total
Survev Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  E
R o w
T o t a l
Y e s 1 4 6
1 4 8 . 4
6 8 . 9 %
- 2 . 4
2 9
2 6 . 6
7 6 . 3 %
2 . 4
1 7 5
7 0 . 0 %
N o 6 6
6 3 .  6  
3 1 . 1 %  
2 . 4
9
1 1 . 4
2 3 . 7 %
- 2 . 4
7 5  
3 0 .  0%
C o l u m n
T o t a l
2 1 2
8 4 . 8 %
3 8  2 5 0  
1 5 . 2 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  . 8 5 1  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 3 5 6
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Table H-6
rnm m unitv Integrities Maintained During Deconsolidation bv Area E and. 
Total Survev Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  E
S t r o n g l y 4 6 1 3
A g r e e 4 9 . 8 9 . 2
2 2 . 2 % 3 4 . 2 %
- 3 . 8 3 . 8
A g r e e 1 4 6 2 5
1 4 4  . 5 2 6 . 5
7 0 . 5 % 6 5 .  3%
1 . 5 - 1 . 5
D i s a g r e e 1 5 0
1 2 . 7 2 . 3
7 . 2 % . 0%
2 . 3 - 2 . 3
C o l u m n 2 0 7 3 8
T o t a l 6 4 . 5 % 1 5 . 5 %  1C
R o w
T o t a l
5 9
2 4 . 1 %
1 7 1  
6 9 .  3%
2 4 5
C h i - S a u a r e :  4 . ^ 7 3  S i c n i f i c a n c e : . 0 9 1
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Table H-7

























































Chi-Square : 3.123 Significance: .373
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
195
Table H-8





Residual Populat. Area E
Row
Total
Strongly 11 3 14
Agree 11.8 2.2 5.7%
5.3% 7.9%
—. 8 . 8




Disagree 80 13 93
78.5 14 .5 38 .1%
38 .8% 34 .2%
1.5 -1.5
Strongly 7 4 11
Disagree 9.3 1.7 4.5%
3.4% 10.5%
-2.3 2.3
Column 206 38 244
Total 84 .4% 15.6% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 4.319 Significance: .228
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Table H-9





Residual Populat. Area E Total
Strongly 21 3 24
Agree 20.3 3.7 9.8%
10.1% 7.9%
. 7 -.7




Disagree 49 9 58
4 9.0 9.0 23.6%
23.6% 23.7%
.0 .0
Strongly 11 2 13
Disagree 11.0 2.0 5.3%
5.3% 5.3%
.0 .0
Colurn 208 38 246
Total 84.6% 15.4% 100.0%
Chi-Square : .182 Significance : .980
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Table H -10




Residual Populat. Area E
Strongly 21 5




























0 0 . 0 %
Chi-Square: 3.785 Significance: .285
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Table H -11


























































Chi-Square : 1.973 Significance : .577
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Table H -12





Residual Populat. Area E
Row
Total
Strongly 25 3 28
Agree 23.7 4.3 11.2%
11.8% 7.9%
1.3 -1.3
Agree 112 20 132
111. 9 20.1 53.0%
53.1% 52. 6%
. 1 -.1




Strongly 14 4 18
Disagree 15.3 2 . 7 7.2%
6.6% 10.5%
-1.3 1.3
Column 211 38 249
Total 84.7% 15.3% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 1.126 Significance: .770
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Table H -13





Residual Populat. Area E
Row
Total
Strongly 67 16 83
Agree 70.3 12.7 33.3%
31.8% 42.1%
-3.3 3.3
Agree 130 19 149
126.3 22.7 59.8%
61. 6% 50. 0%
3.7 -3.7
Disagree 14 3 17
14 . 4 2.6 6. 8%
6. 6% 7 . 9%
-.4 . 4
Column 211 38 249
Total 84 .7% 15.3% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 1.835 Significance: .399
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Table H -14
Sufficient Information to Decide on Deconsolidation by A rea E and Total
Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  E
R o w
T o t a l
Y e s 5 9
5 8 . 5
2 7 . 9 %
. 5
1 0
1 0 . 5
2 6 . 3 %
- . 5
6 9
2 7 . 6 %
N o 1 5 3
1 5 3 . 5
7 2 . 2 %
- . 5
2 8  
2 7 . 5  
7 3 . 7 %  
. 5
1 8 1
7 2 . 4 %
C o l u m n
T o t a l
2 : 2  3 8  2 5 0  
5 4 . 5 %  1 5 . 2 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e  : . 0 3 6  S i g n i f i c a n c e : . 8 4 7
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Table H -15
Racial Distributions Maintained During Deconsolidation bv Area E and Total 
Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  E
R o w
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y
A g r e e
3 2
3 4 . 9
1 5 . 1 %
- 2 . 9
9
6 . 1
2 4 . 3 %
2 . 9
4 1
1 6 . 5 %
A g r e e 1 0 3  
1 0 0 . 5  
4 8 .  6% 
2 . 5
1 5
1 7 . 5
4 0 . 5 %
- 2 . 5
1 1 8
4 7 . 4 %
D i s a g r e e 6 2
6 2 . 2
2 9 . 2 %
- . 2
1 1
1 0 . 3
2 9 . 7 %
. 2
7 3
2 9 . 3 %
S t r o n g l y
D i s a g r e e
1 5  
1 4  . 5  




5 . 4 %
- . 5
1 7
6 . 8 %
C o l u m n
T o t a l
2 1 2
8 5 . 1 %
3 7  2 4 9  
1 4 . 9 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e  : 2 . 1 9 1  S i g n i f i e a n c e : . 5 3 3
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APPENDIX I 
CROSSTABULATIONS, CHI-SQUARES. 
AND STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE; 
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Table I-1





Residual Populat. Area F
Row
Total
Agree 59 13 72
63.0 9.0 31.2%
29.2% 44 . 8%
-4 . 0 4.0




Strongly 29 2 31
Disagree 27.1 3.9 13.4%
14 .4% 6.9%
1.9 -1.9
Column 202 29 231
Total 87 .4% 12.6% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 3.341 Significance: .188
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Table 1-2





Residual Populat. Area F
Row
Total
Strongly 35 2 37
Agree 32.9 4.1 15.3%
16.3% 7.4%
2.1 -2.1








Strongly 9 1 10
Disagree 8.9 1.1 4.1%
4.2% 3.7%
.1 -.1
Column 215 27 242
Total 88.8% 11.2% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 1.683 Significance: .640
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Table 1-3
Familiar with Discussion Concerning Size of CCSD bv Area F an_d_TotaL
Survey Population
C o u n t  
Exp  V a l  
C o l  P e t Row
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  F T o t a l
V e r y
F a m i l i a r
24
2 5 . 5
10 .9%
- 1 . 5
5





F a m i l i a r 103 
1 0 3 . 9  
4 6 .6% 
- . 9
15 
1 4 . 1  




U n f a m i l i a r 41
3 9 . 6





- 1 . 4
45
17 . 9%
V e r y
U n f a m i l i a r
53






- 1 . 1
59
2 3 .5 %
Column
T o t a l
221  
8 8 .  0%
30 25 1  
12 .0% 10 0 .0%
C h i - S q u a r e :  1 . 4 1 5  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 7 0 2
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Table 1-4
Aware of Committee Studying CCSD Deconsolidation bv Area F and Total
Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  F
Row
T o t a l
Y e s 1 4 5
1 4 7 . 0
6 5 . 9 %
- 2 . 0
2 2
2 0 . 0
7 3 . 3 %
2 . 0
167
6 6 . 8 %
No 75
7 3 . 0
3 4 . 1 %
2 . 0
8
1 0 . 0
2 6 . 7 %
- 2 . 0
83
3 3 . 2 %
C o l u m n
T o t a l
2 2 0
8 8 . 0 %
3 0  2 5 0  
1 2 . 0 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  . 6 5 6  S i g n i  f i c a n c e : . 4 1 7
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Table 1-5
Aware of CCSD As One of the Largest School Districts by Area F and Total
Survey Population
C o u n t  
Exp  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  F
Row
T o t a l
Yes 154

























C h i - S q u a r e  : . 0 0 0 ( 0 ) S i g n i f i c a n c e :  1 . 0 0 0
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Table 1-6
Community Integrities Maintained During Deconsolidation by Area F and
Total Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  F
R o w
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 5 7 2 5 9
A g r e e 5 1 . 8 7 . 2 2 4 . 1 %
2 6 . 5 % 6 . 7 %
5 . 2 - 5 . 2
A g r e e 1 4 4 2 7 1 7 1
1 5 0 . 1 2 0 . 9 6 9 . 8 %
6 7 . 0 % 9 0 . 0 %
— 6 . 1 6 . 1
D i s a g r e e 1 4 1 1 5
1 3 . 2 1 . 8 6 . 1 %
6 . 5 % 3 . 3 %
. 8 - . 8
C o l u m n 2 1 5 3 0 2 4 5
T o t a l 8 7 . 8 % 1 2 . 2 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  6 . 7 3 9  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 0 3 4
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Table 1-7
The CCSD Operates Efficiently bv Area F and Total Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  F
Row
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y
A g r e e
7
7 . 1




3 . 6 %
. 1
8
3 . 3 %
A g r e e 91
8 8 . 4
4 2 . 7 %
2 . 6
9
1 1 . 6
3 2 . 1 %
- 2 . 6
1 0 0
4 1 . 5 %
D i s a g r e e 88
9 1 . 9
4 1 . 3 %
- 3 . 9
16
1 2 . 1
5 7 . 1 %
3 . 9
10 4
4 3 . 2 %
S t r o n g l y
D i s a g r e e
27
2 5 . 6
1 2 . 7 %
1 . 4
2
3 . 4  
7 .1% 
- 1 . 4
2 9
1 2 . 0 %
C o l u m n
T o t a l
2 1 3
8 8 . 4 %
28  2 4 1  
1 1 . 6 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e  : 2 . 7 4 0  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 4 3 3
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Table 1-8
CCSD Is Responsive to Citizen Concerns bv A rea F and Total Survey
Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  F
S t r o n g l y 13 1
A g r e e 1 2 . 3 1 . 7
6 .1% 3 . 3 %
. 7 - . 7
A g r e e 110 16
1 1 0 . 5 1 5 . 5
51 .4 % 5 3 .  3%
- . 5 . 5
D i s a g r e e 80 13
8 1 . 6 1 1 .  4
37 .4% 4 3 . 3 %
- 1 . 6 1 . 6
S t r o n g l y 11 • 0
D i s a g r e e 9 . 6 1 . 4
5 .1% . 0%
1 . 4 - 1 .  4
C o l u m n 214 30
T o t a l 87 .7% 1 2 . 3 %  1
Row










C h i - S q u a r e :  2 . 1 5 0  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 5 4 1
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Table 1-9
CCSD Is Accountable for Its Educational Product bv Area F and Tptai purvey
Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  F
S t r o n g l y 22 2
A g r e e 2 1 . 2 2 . 8
1 0 .1 % 6 . 9 %
. 8 —. 8
A g r e e 132 19
1 3 3 . 2 17 . 8
60 .8 % 65 . 5%
- 1 . 2 1 . 2
D i s a g r e e 50 8
5 1 .  2 6 . 8
2 3 . 0 % 2 7 .  6%
- 1 . 2 1 .  2
S t r o n g l y 13 0
D i s a g r e e 1 1 . 5 1 .  5
6 .0% . 0%
1 .  5 - 1 . 5
C o l u m n 2 1 7 2 9
T o t a l 88 .2 % 1 1 . 8 %  1
Row




6 1 . 4 %
58




C h i - S q u a r e :  2 . 3 2 8  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 5 0 7
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Table I-IO
CCSD Allows Parent Input bv Area F and Total Survey Population
C o u n t  
Exp  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  F
Row
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 25 1 26
A g r e e 2 2 . 9 3 . 1 10 .5%
1 1 .5 % 3.3%
2 . 1 - 2 . 1
A g r e e 1 1 9 20 139
1 2 2 . 2 1 6 . 8 56 .0%
5 4 . 6 % 66 .7%
- 3 . 2 3 . 2
D i s a g r e e 55 9 64
5 6 . 3 7 . 7 2 5 .8 %
2 5 . 2 % 30 .0%
- 1 . 3 1 . 3
S t r o n g l y 19 0 19
D i s a g r e e 1 6 . 7 2 . 3 7 .7%
8 .7% .0%
2 . 3 - 2 . 3
Co l um n 2 1 8 30 248
T o t a l 8 7 .  9% 12 .1% 10 0 .0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  5 . 1 9 8  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 1 5 7
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Table I-11
Willing to Pay More Taxes for Deconsolidation bv Area F and To.taL Suiyev
Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  F
Row
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y
A g r e e
23






- 1 . 0
25
1 0 .0 %
A g r e e 113
1 0 8 . 2
5 1 .  6% 
4 . 8
10  
14 . 8  
3 3 . 3 %  
- 4 . 8
123
4 9 . 4 %
D i s a g r e e 64
6 6 . 0
2 9 . 2 %
- 2 . 0
11
9 . 0  




S t r o n g l y
D i s a g r e e
19
2 2 . 9
8 .7%
- 3 . 9
7
3 . 1




C o l u m n
T o t a l
2 1 9
8 8 .0 %
30  2 49  
1 2 . 0 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e  : 8 . 0 8 2  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 0 4 4
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Table 1-12
CCSD Students Receive a Good Education bv Area F and Total Survey
Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  F
Row
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 24 4 2 8
A g r e e 24  . 7 3 . 3 1 1 . 2 %
1 0 . 9 % 1 3 . 8 %
- . 7 . 7
A g r e e 1 1 3 19 1 3 2
1 1 6 .  6 1 5 . 4 5 3 . 0 %
5 1 . 4 % 6 5 . 5 %
- 3 . 6 3 . 6
D i s a g r e e 65 6 7 1
6 2 . 7 8 . 3 2 8 . 5 %
2 9 . 5 % 2 0 . 7 %
2 . 3 - 2 . 3
S t r o n g l y 18 0 18
D i s a g r e e 1 5 .  9 2 . 1 7 . 2 %
8 . 2 % . 0%
2 . 1 - 2 . 1
C o l u m n 2 2 0 29 2 4 9
T o t a l 8 8 . 4 % 1 1 . 6 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  4 . 2 3 5  S i g n i f i c a n c e : . 2 3 7
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Table 1-13
Proven Financial Ability for Deconsolidation bv .Area F and Total Survey.
Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  F
Row
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 78 5 83
A g r e e 7 3 . 0 1 0 . 0 3 3 . 3 %
3 5 . 6 % 1 6 . 7 %
5 . 0 - 5 . 0
A g r e e 1 2 5 24 1 4 9
1 3 1 . 0 1 8 . 0 5 9 . 8 %
57  .1% 8 0 . 0 %
- 6 . 0 6 . 0
D i s a g r e e 16 1 17
1 5 . 0 2 . 0 6 . 8 %
7 . 3 % 3 . 3 %
1 . 0 - 1 . 0
C o l u m n 2 1 9 30 2 4 9
T o t a l 9 8 . 0 % 1 2 . 0 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  5 . 7 6 9  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 0 5 5
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Table 1-14
Sufficient Information to Decide on Deconsolidation bv Area F and Total
Survey Population
C o u n t  
Exp V a l  
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  F T o t a l
Yes 57
6 0 . 7
25.9%












2 1 . 7
60.0%
- 3 . 7
181
72 .4%
Column 220 30 250
T o t a l 8 8 . 0 % 1 2 . 0 % 1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  2 . 6 2 3  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 1 0 5
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Table 1-15
Racial Distributions Maintained During Decon$olidation by_Area F and TotaL
Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  F
S t r o n g l y 4 0 1
A g r e e 3 6 . 1 4 . 9
1 8 . 3 % 3 . 3 %
3 . 9 - 3 . 9
A g r e e 9 8 2 0
1 0 3 . 8 1 4 . 2
4 4 . 7 % 6 6 . 7 %
- 5 . 8 5 . 8
D i s a g r e e 6 4 9
6 4 . 2 8 . 8
2 9 . 2 % 3 0 . 0 %
- . 2 . 2
S t r o n g l y 1 7 0
D i s a g r e e 1 5 . 0 2 . 0
7 . 8 % . 0 %
2 . 0 - 2 . 0
C o l u m n 2 1 9 3 0
T o t a l 8 8 .  0% 1 2 . 0 %  1
R o w
T o t a l
4 1
1 6 . 5 %
1 1 8
4 7 . 4 %
7 3  
2 9  . 3%
1 7
6 . 8 %
2 4 9
C h i - S q u a r e :  8 . 5 8 1  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 0 3 5
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Table J-1
CCSD Provides Information on Deconsolidation by  Area G and Total Survey
Population
C o l u m n
T o t a l
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  G
Row-
T o t a l
A g r e e 63
6 1 . 4
3 2 . 0 %
1 . 6
9
1 0 .  6 
2 6 . 5 %  
- 1 . 6
72
3 1 . 2 %
D i s a g r e e 1 1 0
1 0 9 . 2
5 5 . 8 %
. 8
18 
1 8 . 8  
5 2 .  9% 
- . 8
1 2 8
5 5 . 4 %
S t r o n g l y
D i s a g r e e
24
2 6 . 4
1 2 . 2 %
- 2 . 4
7
4 . 6
2 0 . 6 %
2 . 4
31
1 3 . 4 %
19 7
3 5 . 3 %
34
1 4 . 7 %
2 3 1
1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  1 . 8 5 2  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 3 9 5
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Table J-2
Deconsolidation Would Improve CCSD Education by Area G and Total
Survey Population
C o u n t  
Exp  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t - A r e a  G
Row
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y
A g r e e
29
3 1 . 5
14.1%
- 2 . 5
8
5 . 5  




A g r e e 105




1 8 . 0
44 .4% 
- 2 . 0
121 
5 0 .  0%
D i s a g r e e 63
6 3 . 0
30.6%
.0
q 1 ^  X




3 0 .  6%
S t r o n g l y






1 . 5 




C o l u m n




14 .9 %  1
24 2
00 .0%
C h i - S q u a r e :  1 . 7 7 8  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 6 1 9
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Table J-3
Familiar with Discussion Concerning Size of CCSD by Area G and Total
Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  G
R o w
T o t a l
V e r y
F a m i l i a r
2 5
2 4 . 7




1 0 . 8 %
- . 3
2 9
1 1 . 6 %
S o m e w h a t
F a m i l i a r
1 0 1  
1 0 0 . 6  
4 7 . 2 %  
. 4
1 7
1 7 . 4
4 5 . 9 %
- . 4
1 1 8
4 7 . 0 %
S o m e w h a t
U n f a m i l i a r
3 9
3 8 . 4
1 8 . 2 %
. 6
6  
6 . 6  
1 6 . 2 %  
- . 6
4 5 
1 7 . 9 %
V e r y
U n f a m i l i a r
4 9
5 0 . 3
2 2 . 9 %
- 1 . 3
1 0
8 . 7
2 7 . 0 %
1 . 3
5 9
2 3 . 5 %
C o l u m n
T o t a l
2 1 4
8 5 . 3 %
3 7  2 5 1  
1 4 . 7 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  . 3 3 1  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 9 5 4
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Table J-4
Aware of Committee Studying CCSD Deconsolidation bv Area G and Total
Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r  e  a  G
Row-
T o t a l
Y e s 1 4 2  
1 4 2 . 3  
6 6 . 7 %  
—. 3
25  
24 . 7  
6 7 . 6 %  
. 3
1 6 7
6 6 . 8 %
No 71
7 0 . 7
3 3 . 3 %
. 3
12 
1 2 . 3  
3 2 . 4 %  
- .  3
8 3
3 3 . 2 %
C o l u m n
T o t a l
2 1 3
6 5 . 2 %
37
1 4 . 8 %
2 5 0
. 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  . 0 1 1  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 9 1 4
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Table J-5
Aware of CCSD As One of the Largest School Districts bv Area G and Total
Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  G
R o w
T o t a l
Y e s 1 4 7 2 8 1 7 5
1 4 9 . 1 2 5 .  9 7 0 . 0 %
6 9 . 0 % 7 5 . 7 %
- 2 . 1 2 . 1
N o 6 6 9 7 5
6 3 .  9 1 1 . 1 3 0 .  0 %
3 1 . 0 % 2 4 . 3 %
2 . 1 - 2 . 1
: o l u m n
T o t a l
2 1 3
8 5 . 2 %
3 7
1 4 . 8 %
2 5 0  
1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  . 6 6 6  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 4 1 4
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Table J-6
Community Integrities Maintained During Deconsolidation by Area G and
Total Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  G
S t r o n g l y 5 0 9
A g r e e 5 0 . 3 8 . 7
2 3 . 9 % 2 5 . 0 %
- . 3 . 3
A g r e e 1 5 1 2 0
1 4 5 . 9 2 5 . 1
7 2 . 2 % 5 5 . 6 %
5 . 1 - 5 . 1
D i s a g r e e 8 7
1 2 . 8 2 . 2
3 . 8 % 1 9 . 4 %
- 4 . 8 4 . 8
R o w
T o t a l
5 9  
2 4  . 1 %
1 7 1  
6 9 .  8%
1 3
6 . 1%
C o l u m n
T o t a l
2 0 9
8 5 . 3 %
3 6
1 4 . 7 %
2 4 5
1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e  : 1 3 . 4 7 3  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 0 0 1
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Table J-7
The CCSD Operates Efficiently bv Area G and Total Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  G
Row
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 8 0 8
A g r e e 6 . 8 1 . 2 3 .3%
3 .  9% .0%
1 . 2 - 1 . 2
A g r e e 89 11 100
8 5 . 5 1 4 . 5 4 1 . 5 %
43 .2 % 3 1 . 4 %
3 . 5 - 3 . 5
D i s a g r e e 83 21 104
8 8 . 9 1 5 . 1 4 3 . 2 %
40 .3% 6 0 .0 %
- 5 . 9 5 . 9
S t r o n g l y 26 3 29
D i s a g r e e 2 4 . 8 4 . 2 1 2 .0 %
12 .6% 8 . 6 %
1 . 2 - 1 . 2
C o l u m n 206 35 2 4 1
T o t a l 85 .5% 1 4 .5 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  5 . 4 5 9  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 1 4 1
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Table J-8
CCSD Is.Responsive to Citizen Concerns by Area G and Total Survey
Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  G
Row
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y
A g r e e
14
1 2 . 0





- 2 . 0
14
5 . 7 %
A g r e e 114  
1 0 7 . 9  
54 . 5% 
6 . 1
12
1 8 . 1
3 4 . 3 %
- 6 . 1
12 6
5 1 . 6 %
D i s a g r e e 71 
7 9 . 7  
34 . 0% 
- 8 . 7
22





S t r o n g l y






1 . 6  
'  2 . 9%  
- .  6
11
4 .5%
C o l u m n
T o t a l
2 0 9
0 5 . 7 %
35 244  
14 .3 % 1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  1 1 . 5 3 7  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 0 0 9
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Table J-9
CCSD Is Accountable for Its Educational Product by A rea G and Total Survey
Population
C o u n t  
Ex p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  G
Row
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 20 4 24
A g r e e 2 0 . 6 3 . 4 9.8%
9.5% 11.4%
- .  6 . 6
A g r e e 130 21 151
1 2 9 . 5 2 1 . 5 61.4%
61.6% 60,0%
. 5 - . 5
D i s a g r e e 51 7 58
4 9 . 7 8 . 3 23 .6%
24.2% 20.0%
1 . 3 - 1 . 3
S t r o n g l y 10 3 13
D i s a g r e e 1 1 . 2 1 . 8 5.3%
4.7% 8.6%
- 1 . 2 1 . 2
C o lu m n 211 35 246
T o t a l 85 .8% 14.2% 1 00 .0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  1 . 1 8 5  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 7 5 6
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Table J-10
CCSD Allows Parent Input bv Area G and Total Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  G
R o w
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 2 2 4 2 6
A g r e e 2 2 . 1 3 . 9 1 0 . 5 %
1 0 . 4 % 1 0 . 8 %
. 1
A g r e e 1 2 4 1 5 1 3 9
1 1 8 . 3 2 0 . 7 5 6 . 0 %
5 8 . 8 % 4 0 . 5 %
5 . 7 - 5 . 7
D i s a g r e e 5 3 1 1 6 4
5 4 . 5 9 . 5 2 5 . 8 %
2 5 . 1 % 2 9 . 7 %
- 1 . 5 1 . 5
S t r o n g l y 1 2 7 1 9
D i s a g r e e 1 6 . 2 2 . 8 7 . 7 %
5 . 7 % 1 8 . 9 %
- 4 . 2 4 . 2
C o l u m n 2 1 1 3 7 2 4 8
T o t a l 8 5 . 1 % 1 4 . 9 %  ]. 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  9 . 3 2 3  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 0 2 5
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Table J-11
Willing to Pay More Taxes for Deconsolidation by Area G and Total Survey
Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  G
R o w
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y
A g r e e
21









A g r e e 108
1 0 4 . 7
5 0 . 9 %
3 . 3
15
1 8 . 3
40 .5%
- 3 . 3
123
4 9 .4 %
D i s a g r e e 62
6 3 . 9
2 9 . 2 %
- 1 . 9
13 





S t r o n g l y
D i s a g r e e
21 
2 2 . 1  
9 .9% 







C o l u m n
T o t a l
212
9 5 .1 %
37 249  
14 .9% 1 00 .0 %
C h i - S a u a r e :  1 . 4 7 1  S i a n i f i c a n c e : . 6 8 8
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CCSD Students Receive a Good Education bv Area G and Total Survey
Population
231
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  G
Row
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 25 3 28





- 1 . 2
1 1 . 2 %
A g r e e 114
1 1 2 . 4
5 3 . 8 %
1 . 6
18
1 9 . 6
4 8 . 6%
- 1 . 6
132
5 3 .0 %
D i s a g r e e 57
6 0 . 4
2 6 . 9 %
- 3 . 4
14




2 8 . 5 %
S t r o n g l y 16 2 18







C o l u m n 2 1 2 37 2 4 9
T o t a l 8 5 . 1 % 14 . 9 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e  : 2 . 0 6 1  S i g n i f i c a n e e :  . 5 5 9
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Table J-13
Proven Financial Ability for Deconsolidation bv Area G and Total Survey
Population
C o u n t
E x p  V a l
C o l  P e t Row
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  G T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 65 18 83
A g r e e 7 1 . 0
3 0 . 5 %
- 6 . 0
1 2 . 0
5 0 . 0 %
6 . 0
3 3 . 3 %
A g r e e 134 15 14 9
1 2 7  . 5 2 1 . 5 5 9 . 8 %
6 2 . 9 % 4 1 . 7 %
6 . 5 - 6 . 5
D i s a g r e e 14 3 17
14 . 5 2 . 5 6 . 8 %
6 .6 % 8 . 3 %
- . 5 . 5
C o l ’umn 2 1 3 3 6 2 4 9
T o t a l 8 5 . 5 % 1 4 . 5 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e  : 5 . 9 6 9  S i g n i f i c a n e e :  . 0 5 0
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Table J-14
Sufficient Information to Decide on Deconsolidation bv Area G and Total
Survey Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
Col P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  G
R o w
T o t a l
Y e s 6 2 7 6 9
5 3  . 8 1 0 . 2 2 7  . 6%
2 9 . 1 % 1 8 . 9 %
3 . 2 - 3 . 2
No 1 5 1 3 0 1 8 1
1 5 4 . 2 2 6 . 8 7 2  . 4 %
7 0 . 9 % 8 1 . 1 %
- 3 . 2 3 . 2
C o l u m n 2 1 3 3 7 2 5 0
T o t a l 8 5 . 2 % 1 4 . 3 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S a u a r e :  1 . 6 3 7  S i a n i f i c a n c e : . 2 0 0
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Table J-15
Racial Distributions Maintained During Deconsolidation bv Area G and TptaL
Survev Population
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l P o p u l a t . A r e a  G
R o w
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y
A g r e e
3 4
3 4 . 9
1 6 . 0 %
- . 9
7 
6 . 1  
1 8 . 9 %  
. 9
4 1
1 6 . 5 %
A g r e e 1 0 6
1 0 0 . 5
5 0 . 0 %
5 . 5
1 2
1 7 . 5
3 2 . 4 %
- 5 . 5
1 1 8
4 7 . 4 %
D i s a g r e e 6 1
6 2 . 2
2 6 . 3 %
- 1 . 2
1 2
1 0 . 3
3 2 . 4 %
1 . 2
7 3
2 9 . 3 %
S t r o n g l y
D i s a g r e e
1 1
1 4 . 5
5 . 2 %
- 3 . 5
6
2 . 5  
1 6 . 2 %
3 . 5
1 7
6 . 8 %
C o l u m n
T o t a l
2 1 2  
6  5 . 1 %
3 7  2 4 9  
1 4 . 9 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S a u a r e :  7 . 9 6 5  S i c n i f i c a n c e : 0 4 6
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Table K-1
Knowledge of Deconsolidation Discussion bv Living Arrangements.
236
Count
Exp Val Living Arrangements
Col Pet Row
Residual Own Rent Total
Yes 50 13 58
46.7 21 .3 28 . 0%
29 . 9% 23 . 7%
3 . 3 -3 . 3
No 117 58 175
120.3 54 . 7 72 .0%
70 . 1% 76 .3%
-3 . 3 3 . 3
Column 167 75 243
Total 63 . 7% 31.3% 100.0%
Chi-Square 1 .014 Significance: .313
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Table K-2
Knowledge of Deconsolidation Discussion by Formal Education
Count F orm al  E d u c a t i o n
Exp V a l
Col  ? c t H i g h Some C o l l e g e P o s t Row
R e s i d u a l S c h o o l C o l l e g e G r a d u a te G r a d u a t e T o t a l
Yes 13 24 16 14 67
15 . S 2 5 . 8 18 . 1 7 . 1 27 . 5%
22 .4% 25. 5% 24.2% 53 .8%
- 2 . 9 - 1 . 8 -2 . 1 6 . 9
No 45 70 50 12 177
42 . 1 68 . 2 47 . 9 13 . 9 72 .5%
77. 6% 74 . 5% 75 . 8% 46 .2%
2 . 9 1 . 3 2 . 1 - 6 . 9
Column 58 94 65 2 5 244
23 .8% 33. 5% 27 .0% 10. 7% 1 00 . 0%
Chi - S q u a r e  : i :  . 3 4 7 S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 0 1 5
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Table K-3
Knowledge of Deconsolidation Discussion bv Total Adult Household Income
C o u n c  
E x ?  V a l  
C o l  ? c =
T o c a l  A d u l e  H o u s e h o l d  I n c o m e
Row
l e s i d u a l 0 - 2 0  K 2 1 - 4 0  K 4 1 - G O  K 5 1 - 7 5  K 1 - 7 5  K 1
Y e s ! .  5
5 . 1  
2 S . 3 V
'
I S
2 1 . 3
2 0 . 3 %
- 5 . 3
22  
1 7 .  8 
33  .3% 
4 . 2
5 . 4  
3 1 . 4 %  
1 . S
; 9 
i  3 - 4  1
i  2 5 . 7 %  I
- • 4 1
!
No 14
1 3 . 5
7 3 . 7 %
S3 
5 7  . 7 
7 9 . 7 %  
5 . 3
4 4
4 3 . 2
S S . 7 %
24
2 5 . 5
5 3 . 5 %  
. -
2 5  i 
! : : : :  1
; -  1
T c c a l
19
3 . 1 %  3
•’ 9 SS 
3 . 3 %  2 3 . 2 %  15 . :% 15
3 5 23 
C % l O C . O
S3 
. 9%
7 3 . 1 %
I h i - S q u a r e ;  3 . 5 5 5  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 4 5 3
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Table K-4
Knowledge of Deconsolidation Discussion bv Children Attending CCSD 
Schools
Count
Exp Val Children in CCSD Schools
Col Pet Row
Residual Yes No Total
Yes 27 42 69
24 . 0 45 . 0 27 . 6%
31. 0% 25 . 8%
3 . 0 -3 . 0
No 50 121 181
63 . 0 118 . 0 72 . 4%
69 . 0% 74 . 2%
-3 . 0 3 . 0
Column 87 163 250
Total 34 .8% 65.2% 100.0%
Chi-Square: .787 Significance: .374
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table K-5
Knowledge of Deconsolidation Discussion bv Voting History
240
Count:
Exp Val Active Voting History
Col Pet Row
Residual Yes No Total
Yes 58 10 68
47 . 0 21 . 0 27 .3%
33 . 7% 13 . 0%
11 . 0 -11.0
No 114 67 181
125 . 0 56 . 0 72 . 7%
56 .3% 87 . 0%
-11.0 11. 0
Column 172 77 249
Total 69.1% 30.9% 100.0%
Chi-Square; 11.5IB Significanee: .000(6)
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Table K-6








118 . 9 54 . 1
76.6% 59.2%
9.1 -9 . 1
No 39 31
48 .1 21.9
23 .4% 40 . 8%














1 0 0  . 0 %
Chi-Square: 7.74 Significance : .005
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Table K-7




Formal E d u c a t i o n
Col  ? c t High Some C o l l e g e P o s t Row
R e s i d u a l S c h o o l j C o l l e g e 1 G rad uate i G rad u ate
1
T o t a l
Yes 31 ! 65 Î 52 i  23 171
40 .6 i 6 5 . 9 1 4 6 . 3 1 8 . 2 70.1%
53.4% 1 69.1% 1 78.8% ! 33.5%
- 9 . 6 ! ■ 1 3 : 4 . 3
No 27 i 29 1 14 : 3 73
1 7 . 4 ! 2 8 . 1 1 19 .7 i  7 . 3 29 . 9%
46.  5% ; 30.9% 1 21.2% , 11.5%
9 . 6 i  - ° 1 ; - 4 . 6
Column 53 94 66 26 244
T o t a l 23 . 8% 33 . 5% 27 . 0% 13.7% 10 3.0%
C h i - S q u a r e 14 . 267 S i g n i f i e a n c e : . 002
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Table K-8
Knowledge of CCSD As One of the Ten Largest Districts in the Nation by 
Total Adult Household Income
£ x o  V a l To c a l  A d u l t H o u s e h o l d  I n c o m e
C o l 1 Row
P . e s i à u a l j  0 - 2 0 K 2 1 - 4 0  K 4 1 - 5 0 K j 5 1 - - 5
i  -
75 :< T o c a l
V e s 5 1 49 1 2 1 2 5 1 5 6
i  13 . 5 5 6 . 0 4 5 . 3 2 4 . 3 i  24 . 3 7 0 . 9 %
1 3 5 . 3 % 5 4 .5% 7 4 . 2 % ! 3 5 . - % 1 3 2  . 5%
!  - s  . 5 - 5 . 3 2 . 2 : 2 . 2 ' 4 . 2
No 1 2 22 1 5 1 S3
: 5 . 5 23 Z I S . 2 1 0 .  2 . 2 2 5 . 1 %
■ 5 3 . 2 % 3 5 . 4 % 2 5 . 3 % , 1 4 . 3 % i  1 -  . 1%
5 . 5 5 . 3 i
C o l  UTO". 7 5 5 5 3 5 3 5 23 4
5 . 1% 3 3 . 3 % 2% 1 5 . 0 %  1 5 . 0 % %
C h i - S q - u a r e : 1 3 . - 4 3 S i g r . i f i c a n o e :  . 0 3 0  . = ;
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Table K-9
Knowledge nf CCSD As One of the Ten Largest Districts in the Nation.by
Children Attending CCSD Schools
Count
Exp Val Children in CCSD Schools
Col Pet Row
Residual Yes No Total
Yes 70 105 175
60 . 9 114 .1 70 . 0%
80 . 5% 64 .4%
9 .1 -9.1
No 17 58 75
26 . 1 48 . 9 30.0%
19 . 5% 35 . 6%
-9.1 9 . 1
Column 87 163 250
Total 34 .8% 65.2% 100.0%
Chi-Square ; 6.951 Significance: .008
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Table K-10







Hxp Val Active Voting History
Col Pet Row
Residual Yes No Total
Yes 140 35 175
120 . 9 54 . 1 70 . 3%
81.4% 4 5.5%
19 . 1 -19 .1
No 32 42 74
51.1 22 . 9 29 . 7%




Chi-Square: 32.894 Sigr.if icance : .000(0)
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Table K-11
Knowledge of Legislative Committee Studying Deconsolidation bv Living 
Arrangements
Counc  
Exp V a l  
C o l  Pec  




T o c a l
L i v i n g  A r r a n g e m e n c s
Own
1 2 6
1 1 2 . 7  
75 . 4% 
13 . 3
41  
54 . 3 
24 . 6% 





5 1 .  3 
50 . 0% 
- 1 3  .3
33  
24  . 7  
50 . 0% 
13 . 3
Row




3 1 . 3 ! 1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  1 5 . 4 1 7  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 0 0 0 ( 5 ;
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Table K-12
Knowledge of Legislative Committee Studying Deconsolidation by Formal
Education
Count  
Sxo  V a l
Formal E d u c a t i o n
Col  ? c t  j  H igh  
R e s i d u a l  j  S c h o o l
.  .  1
Some
C o l l e g e
C o l l e g e
G r a d u a t e
P o s t
G r a d u a t e
Row
T o t a l
Y e s  1 3 5 
I - 3 . 2  
! 6 0 . 3 V
I  - 4 . 2
1
55 
63 . 6  
62.8% 
- 4 . 6
51  




17 . 6 




No !  2 3 
1 1 3 . 3  
j  3 5.7% 







8 . 4  
23 . 1% 
- 2 . 4
75
32.4%









Chi - S q u a r e : 6 . 2 5 0 S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 1 3 0
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Table K-13
Knowledge of Legislative Committee Studying Deconsolidation bv Total Adult 
Household Income
i-oun t 
Ex d  V a l T o t a l  A d u l t  H o u s e h o l d  I n c o m e
C o l  R e t  
R e s i d u a l 0 - 2 0  K j 2 1 - 4 0  K 4 1 - 6 0  K j 6 1 - 7 5  :< j - 7 5  K
Y e s 8 I
1 2 . 7  
4 2 . 1 %  1 
- 4 . 7  !
4 6  
5 2  . 7 
5 3 . 2 %
9 . 7
4 7  j 
4 4 . 0  i 
7 1 . 2 V  : 
3 . 3
3 0  
2 3  . 3 




5 7 . 5 V  ! 
4 . 7  1
3 3  
2 5  . 3  
4 1 .  3%
9 . 7
i
2 2 . 0  1 
2 3 . 8 V  i  
- 3 . 3
1 1  . 7 
1 4 . 3 V  
- 5  . 7
I
f 2 5  c%
!
7 = 
3 3 . 3 %
39
2 S  . 2%
R ow
€ 6  . 7%
7 3  
33  . 3%
1 5 . 3 V
2 3 4  
1 3  3 . 3 V
C m - s c i a r e  1 4 . 3  7 4
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Table K-14 
Knowledge of Legislative Committee Studying Deconsolidation bv Children 
Attending CCSD Schools
C o u n t
Ex d  V a l C h i l d r e n i n  CCSD S c h o o l s
C o l  P e t Row
R e s i d u a l Y es No T o t a l
Y e s 58 109 167
58 .1 1 0 8  . 9 66 . 8%
66 .7% 
— 1
66  . 9% 
. 1
No 29 54 33
28 . 5 54 . 1 33 . 2%
3 3. 3% 33 . 1%
Colum n 87 163 250
T o t a l 34 . 8% 6 5 . 2 % 130. 0%
h i - S q u a r e . . 0 0 1  S i g n i f i c a n : :e : . 9 7
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Table K-15
Knowledge of Legislative Committee Studying Deconsolidation bv Voting 
History
C o u n t
E x p  V a l A c t i v e  V o t i n g  h i s t o r y
C o l  P e t Row
R e s i d u a l Yes No T o t a l
Y es 129 38 1 5 7
1 1 5 . 4 51 . 6 57 .1%
75 . 0% 4 9 . 4%
13 . 6 - 1 3  . 6
No 43 39 32
56 . 5 25 . 4 32 . 9%
25 . 0% 50 . 6%
- 1 3  . 6 13 . 6
C olum n 172 77 249
T o t a l 6 9 .  1% 30. 9% 100 . 0%
C h i - S q u a r e :  1 5 . 8 4 3  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 0 0 0 ( 7 )
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Table K-16
Possess Adequate Knowledge Concerning Deconsolidation bv Living 
Arrangements
251
C o u n t
E x p  V a l L i v i n g  A r r a n g e m e n t s
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l O w n R e n t T o t a l
V e r y 2 7 2 2 9
F a m i l i a r 2 0 . 0 9 . 0 1 1 . 9 %
1 6 . 1 % 2 . 6 %
7 . 0 - 7 . 0
S o m e w h a t 8 5 3 2 1 1 7
F a m i l i a r 8 0 . 6 3 6 . 4 4 8 . 0 %
5 0  . 6% 4 2  . 1 %
4 . 4 - 4 . 4
S o m e w h a t 2 8 1 6 4 4
f a m i l i a r 3 C . 3 1 3 . 7 1 8 . 0 %
1 6 . " % 2 1 . 1 %
- 2 . 3 2 . 3
V e r y 2 6 5 4
f a m i l i a r 3 7 . 2 1 6 . 8 2 2  . 1 %
1 6 . 7 % 3 4 . 2 %
- 9 . 2 9 . 2
C o l u m n 1 6 8 7 6 2 4 4
T o t a l 6 =  . 9% 3 1 . 1 % .0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  1 6 . 5 7 4  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 0 0 0 ( 8 )
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Table K-17
Possess Adequate Knowledge Concerning Deconsolidation bv Formal
Education
C ou n t Formal  E d u c a t i o n
Exp V a l
C o l  P e t H i g h Some C o l l e g e P o s t Row
R e s i d u a l S c h o o l C o l l e g e G r a d u a t e G r a d u a t e T o t a l
Very- 3 9 7 10 29
F a m i l i a r 7 . 0 1 1 . 1 7 . 8 3 . 1 11 .  8%
5 .1% 9.6% 10 . 6% 38. 5%
- 4  . 0 -2 . 1 - .  a 6 . 9
Som ewhat 25 43 38 11 117
F a m i l i a r 2 8 . 2 44 . 9 3 1 . 5 1 2 . 4 47 .8%
42 .4% 45 . 7% 57 . 6% 42. 3%
- 3 . 2 - 1  . 9 6 . 5
Som ewhat 15 13 9 2
f a m i l i a r 10 . 5 16 . 9 1 1 .  9 4 . 7 13 . 0%
25. 4% 19 .1% 13 .6% 7 . 7%
4 . 4 1 . 1 - 2 . 9 - 2 . 7
V e r y 15 24 12 3 55
f a m i l i a r 13 . 2 21 .1 14 . 8 5 . 8 22 4%
27 . 1% 25 . 5% 18 .-2% 1 1 .  5%
2 . 8 2 . 9 - 2 . 8 - 2  . a
Column 55 54 66 26 24 5
T o t a l 24 . 1% i= 4% 26 . 9% 10. 6% 1 00 . 0%
C h i - S q u a r e :  Z~ . S66  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 0 0 1
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Table K-18
Possess Adequate Knowledge Concerning Deconsolidation bv Total Adult 
Household Income
C o u n t  
S x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l
T o t a l  A d u l t  H o u s e h o l d  I n c o m e
R o w 
+ 7 5  K T o t a0 - 2 0  K 2 1 - 4 0  K 4 1 - 6 0  K - 7 5  K
V e r y
F a m i l i a r
2 4  
10  . 2 %
2 2  . S%
S o m e w h a t
F a m i l i a r
5 2 . 2 %
S o m e w h a 12
. j .
r  1
4 2  . 1%
7 5 35
; 3 t a ^ 8 . 1 % 3 3 . 6 % 2 3  . 5% . 5% 1 4  . 5%
C h i - S o u a r e :  2 2 . 2 9 3  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 0 3 4
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Table K-19 
Possess Adequate Knowledge Concerning Deconsolidation bv Children 
Attending CCSD Schools
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C o u n t
E x p  V a l C h i l d r e n i n  C C S D  S c h o o l s
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l Y e s N o T o t a l
V e r y 1 6 1 3 2 9
F a m i l i a r 1 0  . 1 1 8  . 9 1 1 .  6 %
1 8  . 4 % 7  . 9 %
5  . 9 - 5  . 9
S o m e w h a t 3 8 8 0 1 1 8
F a m i l i a r 4 0  . 9 7 7  . 1 4 7  . 0 %
4 3  . 7 % 4 8  . 8 %
- 2  . 9 2  . 9
S o m e w h a t 1 4 3 1 4 5
U n f a m i l i a r 1 5  . 6 2 9  . 4 1 7  . 9 %
1 6  . 1 % 1 8  . 9 %
- 1 . 6 1  . 6
V e r y 1 9 4 0 5 9
U n f  a m . i l i a r 2 0  . 5 3 8  . 5 2 3  . 5 %
2 1  . 8 % 2 4  . 4 %
- 1 . 5 1  . 5
C o l u m n 8 7 1 6 4 2 5 1
T o t a l 3 4  . 7 % 5 5 . 3 %  1 0 0  . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e 6 . 1 0 9 S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 1 0 6
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Table K-20
Possess Adequate Knowledge Concerning Deconsolidation by Voting History
C o u n t
E x p  V a l A c t i v e  V o t i n g  H i s t o r y
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l Y e s N o T o t a l
V e r y 2 8 1 2 9
F a m i l i a r 2 0  . 1 8  . 9 1 1 .  6 %
1 6 . 2 % 1 . 3 %
7  . 9 - 7  . 9
S o m e w h a t 9 5 2 2 1 1 8
F a m i l i a r 8 1 .  7 3 6  . 3 4 7  . 2 %
5 5  . 5 % 2 8  . 6 %
1 4  . 3 - 1 4  . 3
S o m w e w h a t 2 8 1 7 4 5
U n f a m i l i a r 3 1  . 1 1 3  . 9 1 8  . 0 %
1 5  . 2 % 2 2  . 1 %
- 3  . 1 3  . 1
V e r y 2 1 3 7 5 8
U n f  a m . i l i a r 4 0  . 1 1 7  . 9 2 3  . 2 %
1 2  . 1 % 4 8  . 1 %
- 1 9 . 1 '  1 9  . 1
C o l u m n 1 7 3 7 7 2 5 0
T o t a l € 9 . 2 % 3 0 . 8 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  4 9 .  C I O  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 0 0 0  ( 0
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CROSSTABULATIONS, CHI-SQUARES, 
AND STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE: 
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Table L-1
CCSD Students R eceive a G ood Education bv Living Arrangements
257
C o u n t
E x p  V a l L i v i n g  A r r a n g e m e n t s
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l O w n R e n t T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 2 0 7 2 7
A g r e e 1 8 .  6 8 . 4 1 1 . 2 %
1 2 .  0 % 9 . 3 %
1 . 4 - 1 . 4
A g r e e 8 5 4 2 1 2 7
8 7 . 6 3 9 . 4 5 2 .  5 %
5 0 .  9 % 5 6 . 0 %
- 2 . 6 2 . 6
D i s a g r e e 4 9 2 2 7 1
4 9 . 0 2 2 . 0 2 9 . 3 %
2 9 . 3 % 2 9 . 3 %
. 0 . 0
S t r o n g l y 1 3 4 1 7
D i s a g r e e 1 1 . 7 5 . 3 7 . 0 %
7 . 8 % 5 . 3 %
1 . 3
.
- 1 . 3
C o l u m n 1 6 7 7 5 2 4 2
T o t a l 6 9 . 0 % 3 1 . 0 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e  : 1 . 0 2 3  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 7 9 5
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Table L-2
r r S D  Students Receive a Good Education bv Formai Education
Count Formal E d u c a t i o n
Exp V a l
C ol  ? c t High Some C o l l e g e P o s t  Row
R e s i d u a l S c h o o l 1 C o l l e g e G rad uate G raduate T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 5 12 5 5 27
A gree 6 . 4 1 0 . 4 7 . 2 2 . 9 11.1%
3 . 6% 12.8% 7.7% 19.2%
- 1 . 4 1 . 6 - 2 . 2 2 . 1
Agree 37 49 35 10 131
3 1 . 3 5 0 . 7 3 5 . 0 1 4 . 0 53.9%
53.8% 52.1% 53.8% 38 . 5%
5 . 7 - 1 . 7 . 0 - 4 . 0
D i s a g r e e 14 25 20 9 68
1 6 . 2 2 6 . 3 1 8 . 2 7 . 3 28.0%
24.1% 26.5% 30.6% 34.6%
- 2 . 2 - 1 . 3 1 . 3 1 . 7
Ç  -  ^  ^  ^ * »
w  ^  J 8 5 2 17
D i s a g r e e 4 . 1 6 . 6 4 . 5 1 .8 7.0%
3 . 4 - 8.5% 7.7% 7.7%
- 2 .  1 1 . 4  ■ . 5 . 2
Column 58 94 65 26 243
O t a i . 3 - 3S . 7* 26.7% 10.7% 1 0 0 . Oî
C h i - S q u a r e :  7 . 4 1 4  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 594
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Table L-3
CCSD Students Receive a Good Education bv Total Adult Household Income
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  B e t  
R e s i d u a l
T o  
0 - 2 0  K
t a l  A d u l t  
2 1 - 4 0  K
H o u s e h o l d  
4 1 - 6 0  K
I n c o m e  
6 1 - 7 5  K + 7  5 K
R ow
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 2 1 1 5 4 4 2 6
A g r e e 2 . 1
1 0 . 5 %
8 . 8
1 3 . 9 %
7 . 4
7 . 6 %
3 . 8
1 1 . 8 %
3 . 9
1 1 . 4 %
1 1 . 2 %
2 . 2 - 2 . 4 . 2 _ 1
A g r e e 12 4 3 3 5 2 0 1 5 1 2 5
1 0 . 2 4 2 . 4 3 5 . 4 1 8 . 2 1 8 . 8 5 3 . 6 %
6 3 . 2 % 5 4 . 4 % 5 3 . 0 % 5 8 . 8 % 4 2 . 9 %
1 . 3 . 6 - . 4 1 . 8 - 3 . 8
C i s a g r e e 3 2 0 2 2 9 1 1 6 5
5 . 3 2 2 . 0 1 8 . 4 9 . 5 9 . 8 2 7 . 9 %
1 5 . 8 %
- 2 . 3
2 5 . 3 %  
- 2 . 0
3 3 . 3 %
3 . 6
2 6 . 5 %
- - 5
3 1 . 4 %
1 . 2
S r z c r . g l y - 5 4 1 5 17
D i s a g r e e  | 1 . 4 5 . 3 4 . 8 2 . 5 2 . 6 7 . 3 %
1 0 . 5 % 6 . 3 % 6 . 1 % 2 . 9 % 1 4 . 3 %
i
. 6 - . 8 - . 8 - 1 . 5 2 . 4
C o l u n n 1 9 7 9 6 6 34 3 5  2 3 3
T o t a l 8 . 2 % 3 3 . 9 %  2 8 . 3 %  1 4 . 6 %  1 5 . 0 %  1 0 0 . 0 -
C h i - S q u a r e :  8 . 3 9 0  S i g n i f i c a n c e 7 3 5
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Table L-4
CCSD Students Receive- a Gnod Education bv Children Attending CCSD
Schools
C o u n t
E x p  V a l C h i l d r e n i n  C C S D  S c h o o l s
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l Y e s N o T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 1 0 1 8 2 8
A g r e e 9 . 8 1 8 . 2 1 1 . 2 %
1 1 . 5 % 1 1 . 1 %
. 2 - . 2
A g r e e 5 0 8 2 1 3 2
4 6 . 1 8 5 . 9 5 3 . 0 %
5 7 . 5 % 5 0 . 6 %
3 . 9 - 3 . 9
D i s a g r e e 1 9 5 2 7 1
2 4 . 8 4 6 . 2 2 8 . 5 %
2 1 . 8 % 3 2 . 1 %
- 5 . 8 5 . 8
S t r o n g l y 3 1 0 1 8
D i s a g r e e 6 . 3 1 1 . 7 7 . 2 %
9 . 2 % 6 . 2 %
1 . 7 - 1 . 7
C o l u m n 8 7 1 6 2 2 4 9
T o t a l 3 4 . 9 % 6 5 . 1 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  3 . 3 1 3  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 3 4 5
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Table L-5
CCSD Students Receive a Good Education bv Voting History
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C o u n t
E x p  V a l A c t i v e  V o t i n g  H i s t o r y
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l Y e s N o T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 2 0 8 2 8
A g r e e 1 9 . 5 8 . 5 1 1 . 3 %
1 1 . 6 % 1 0 . 7 %
. 5 - .  5
A g r e e 8 9 4 3 1 3 2
9 2 . 1 3 9 . 9 5 3 . 2 %
5 1 . 4 % 5 7 . 3 %
- 3 . 1 3 . 1
D i s a g r e e 5 1 2 0 7 1
4 9 . 5 2 1 . 5 2 8 . 6 %
2  9 . 5 % 2 6 . 7 %
1 . 5 - 1 . 5
S t r o n g l y 1 3 4 1 7
D i s a g r e e 1 1 . 9 5 . 1 6 . 9 %
7 . 5 % 5 . 3 %
1 . 1 - 1 . 1
C o l u m n 1 7 3 7 5 2 4 8
T o t a l 6 9 . 8 % 3 0 . 2 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e  : . 9 8 5  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 9 2 3
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Table L-6
CCSD Is Responsive to Citizen Concerns bv Living Arrangements
Count
Exp Val Living Arrangements
Col Pet Row
Residual Own Rent Total
Strongly 9 5 14
Agree 9.7 4.3 5.9%
5.5% 6.8%
-.7 . 7
Agree 83 39 122
84.4 37. 6 51.5%
50. 0% 53.4%
-1.4 1.4




Strongly 10 1 11
Disagree 7.6 3.4 4.6%
6.1% 1.4%
2.4 -2.4
Column 164 73 237
Total 69.2% 30.8% 100 . 0%
Chi-Square: 2.672 Significance: .444
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Table L-1
CCSD Is Responsive to Citizen Concern»; by Formal Education
C ou nt Formal  E d u c a t i o n
Exp V a l
C o l  P e t H ig h Some C o l l e g e P o s t Row
R e s i d u a l S c h o o l C o l l e g e G r a d u a t e G r a d u a t e T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 3 7 1 2 13
A g r e e 3 . 2 4 . 9 3 . 6 1 . 3 5.5%
5.1% 7.3% 1.5% 3.3%
- . 2 2 . 1 - 2 . 6 . 7
A g r e e 37 43 32 10 124
3 0 . 7 4 6 . 9 3 3 . 9 1 2 . 5 52.1%
62.7% 50.0% 49.2% 41.7%
6 . 3 - 1 . 9 - 1 . 9 - 2 . 5
D i s a g r e e 19 33 29 10 90
2 2 . 3 3 4 . 0 24 . 6 9 . 1 37.8%
32.2% 36.7% 43.1% 41.7%
- 3 . 3 - 1 . 0 3 . 4 . 9
S t r o n g l y 0 5 4 2 11
D i s a g r e e 2 . 7 4 . 2 3 . 0 1 . 1 4.6%
.0% 5.6% 6.2% 8.3%
- 2 . 7 .8 1 . 0 . 9
Column 59 90 65 24 238
T o t a l 24.8% 37.8% 27.3% .0.1% 100.0%
C h i - S q u a r e :  1 0 . 0 8 3  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 3 4 3
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Table L-8
CCSD Is Responsive to Citizen Concerns by Total Adult Household Income
C o u n t  
£ x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l
T o t a l  A d u l t  H o u s e h o l d  I n c o m e
R o w
0 - 2 0  K 6 1 - 7 5  K2 1 - 4 0  K 4 1 - 6 0  K + 7 5  K T o t a l
14 3 5
3 4 . 7
5 5 . 6 ' .
1 6  
1 3 . 7  
4 7 . i ;  
- 2 . 7
4 0  
3 8 . 6  
5 7 . 1 %
14
7 7 . 8 %
1 6
1 3 . 5
4 7 . 1 %
862 9 2 5D i s a g r e e 12
1 2 . 3
3 8 . 7 %3 9 . 7 %
- 3 . 2
1 6 . 1 %
C o l u m n
T o t a l
1 3  7 0  6 3  34 3 1  2 1 6
8 . 3 %  3 2 . 4 %  2 9 . 2 %  1 5 . 7 %  1 4 . 4 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  1 4 . 8 2 5  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 0 6 2
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Table L-9
CCSD Is Responsive to Citizen Concerns bv Children Attending CCSD 
Schools
C o u n t
E x p  V a l C h i l d r e n i n  C C S D  S c h o o l s
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l Y e s N o T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 7 7 1 4
A g r e e 4 . 9 9 . 1 5 . 7 %
8.1% 4 . 4 %
2 . 1 - 2 . 1
A g r e e 3 8 8 9 1 2 6
4 4 . 4 8 1 . 6 5 1 . 6 %
4 4 . 2 % 5 5 . 7 %
— 6 . 4 6 . 4
D i s a g r e e 3 7 5 6 9 3
3 2 . 0 6 0 . 2 3 3  . 1 %
4 3 . 0 % 3 5 . 4 %
4 . 2 - 4 . 2
S t r o n g l y 4 7 1 1
D i s a g r e e 3 . 9 7  . 1 4 . 5%
4 . 7 % 4 . 4 %
. 1 _  ^  1
C o l u m n 5 6 1 5 8 2 4 4
T o t a l 3 5 . 2 % 6 4 . 8 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  2 . 6 0 9  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 3 0 6
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
266
Table L-10
CCSD Is Responsive to Citizen Concerns bv Voting History
Count
Exp Val Active Voting History
Col Pet Row
Residual Yes No Total
Strongly 12 2 14
Agree 9.7 4.3 5.8%
7.1% 2.7%
2.3 -2.3
Agree 81 45 126
87.6 38.4 51. 9%
47.9% 60.8%
-6.6 6. 6
Disagree 67 25 92
64.0 28.0 37. 9%
39.6% 33.8%
3.0 -3.0








Column 169 74 243
Total 69.5% 30.5% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 4.623 Significance: .201
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Table L-11
CCSD Operates Efficiently bv Living Arrangements
C o u n t
E x p  V a l L i v i n g  A r r a n g e m e n t s
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l O w n R e n t T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 5 3 8
A g r e e 5 . 5 2 . 5 3 . 4 %
3 . 1 % 4 . 1 %
- . 5 . 5
A g r e e 6 2 3 6 9 8
6 7 . 0 3 1 . 0 4 1 . 9 %
3 8 . 8 % 4 8 . 6 %
- 5 . 0 5 . 0
D i s a g r e e 7 3 2 7 1 0 0
6 8 . 4 3 1 . 6 4 2 . 7 %
4 5 . 6 % 3 6 . 5 %
4 . 6 — 4 . 6
S t r o n g l y 2 0 8 2 8
D i s a g r e e 1 9 . 1 8 . 9 1 2 . 0 %
1 2 . 5 % 1 0 . 8 %
. 9 - . 9
C o l u m n 1 6 0 7 4 2 3 4
T o t a l 6 8 . 4 % 3 1 . 6 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  2 . 4 2 0  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 4 8 9
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Table L-12




Col Pet High Some College Post Row
Residual School College Graduate Graduate Total
Agree 36 41 15 7 59
24.3 37.8 26.5 10 . 4 43.4'
64.3' 47.1' 24.6' 25.2'
11.7 3.2 -11.5 -3.4
Disagree 18 35 37 11 101
24. 8 38.5 27.0 10 . 6 44.3i
32.1' 40.2' 60.7' 45.3'
-6.8 -3.5 10.0 .4
Strongly 2 5 6 29
Disagree 6.5 1C. 7 7.5 2.5 12.3'
3.6' 12. 6' 14.S' 25.0'
-4.5 .3 1.5 3.1
Column 56 87 61 24 228
Tot-ai 24.6'. 38.2' 26.6' 10.5' 1 0 0 . 0 '
Chi-Square: 24.818 Significance: .000(3)
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Table L-13
CCSD Operates Efficiently by Total Adult Household Income
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l
T o t a l  A d u l t  H o u s e h o l d  I n c o m e
Row
0 - 2 0  K 2 1 - 4 0  K T o t a l4 1 - 6 0  K
12 10
1 3 . 4
3 1 . 3 %
34
3 0 . 9
4 5 . 9 %
91
4 1 . 7 %
A g r e e
7 0 .  6% 2 3 . 3 %
D i s a g r e e 1003 1 3 1 14
1 3 . 3
4 6 . 7 %1 7  . 6% 4 7 . 7 %
t r o n g l y
i s a g r e e 1 2 . 4 %
3 0 . 0 %
C o l u m n
T o t a l
1 7  7 4
. 8 %  3 3 . 9 %
65  3 2
: 9 . 8 %  1 4 . 7 %
3 0  2 1 8
. 3 . 9 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  2 3 . 2 5 1  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 0 0 3
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CCSD Operates Efficiently bv Children Attending CCSD Schools
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C o u n t
E x p  V a l C h i l d r e n i n  C C S D  S c h o o l s
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l Y e s N o T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 2 6 8
A g r e e 2 . 8 5 . 2 3 . 3 %
2 . 4 % 3 . 8 %
- . 8 . 8
A g r e e 3 5 6 5 1 0 0
3 4  . 4 6 5 . 6 4 1 . 5 %
4 2 . 2 % 4 1 . 1 %
. 6 - . 6
D i s a g r e e 3 4 7 0 1 0 4
3 5 . 8 6 8 . 2 4 3 . 2 %
4 1 . 0 % 4 4 . 3 %
- 1 . 8 1 . 8
S t r o n g l y 1 2 1 7 2 9
D i s a g r e e 1 0 . 0 1 9 . 0 1 2 . 0 %
1 4 . 5 % 1 0 . 8 %
2 . 0 - 2 . 0
C o l u m n 8 3 1 5 8 2 4 1
T o t a l 3 4 . 4 % 6 5 . 6 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e  : 1 . 0 8 8  S i g n i f i c a n c e ; .  7 7 9
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CCSD Operates Efficiently by Voting History
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C o u n t
E x p  V a l A c t i v e  V o t i n g  H i s t o r y
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l Y e s N o T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 6 2 8
A g r e e 5 . 6 2 . 4 3 . 3 %
3 . 6 % 2 . 8 %
. 4 - . 4
A g r e e 6 3 3 7 1 0 0
7 0 . 0 3 0 . 0 4 1 . 7 %
3 7 . 5 % 5 1 . 4 %
- 7 . 0 7 . 0
D i s a g r e e 7 8 2 6 1 0 4
7 2 . 8 3 1 . 2 4 3 . 3 %
4 6 . 4 % 3 6 . 1 %
5 . 2 - 5 . 2
S t r o n g l y 2 1 7 2 8
D i s a g r e e 1 9 . 6 8 . 4 1 1 . 7 %
1 2 . 5 % 9 - 7 %
1 . 4 - 1 . 4
C o l u m n 1 6 8 7 2 2 4 0
T o t a l 7 0 . 0 % 3 0 . 0 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e  : 4 . 0 0 0  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 2 6 1
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Table L-16




Exp Val Living Arrangements
Col Pet Row
Residual Own Rent Total
Strongly 16 8 24
Agree 16.5 7.5 10.0%
9.8% 10.7%
-. 5 . 5
Agree 96 50 14 5
100.2 45.8 61.1%
58 . 5% 66.7%
-4.2 4.2
Disagree 42 14 56
33 . 4 17. 5 23 .4%
25.6% 13.7%
3.6 -3.6
Strongly 10 3 13








1 0 0 . 0 %
Chi-Souare: 2. Significance: .557
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Table L-17


















Srrcngly 4 9 6 23
Agree 5.5 3.9 5.1 2.5 9.5-
6.5% 9.7% 9.4% 15.4%
-1.5 .1 — . 1 1. 5
Agree 41 59 34 15 149
35.9 57 .5 39.6 16.1 61.8%
70.7% 63.4% 53.1% 57.7%
5 .1 1.5 -5 . 6 — 1.1
disagree 12 23 ” 3 6 56
13.5 21.6 14.9 6 . 2 23.2%
22.7% 21.5% 23.1% 23.1%
-1.5 -1.5 3.1 .0
Strongly 1 5 6 1 13
Disagree 3.1 5.0 3.5 1.4 5.4%
1.7% 5.4% 9.4% 3.8%
-2.1 .0 2.5 -.4
Column 58 93 64 26 241
Total 24.1% 33 . 6% 26.6% .0.9% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 7.375 Significance: .5 93
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
274
Table L-18
CCSD Is Accountable for Its Educational Product bv Total Adult Household
Income
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t
T o t a l  A d u l t  H o u s e h o l d  I n c o m e
R o w
R e s i d u a l 0 - 2 0  K 2 1 - 4 0  K 4 1 - 6 0  K 6 1 - 7 5  K + 7 5  K T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 2 1 0 6 3 3 2 4
A g r e e 1 . 9 8 . 1 6 . 9 3 . 5 3 . 6 1 0 . 4 %
1 1 . 1 % 1 2 . 8 % 9 . 1 % 8 . 3 % 8 . 6 %
. 1 1 . 9 - . 9 - . 5 - .  5
A g r e e 1 4 5 0 4 1 1 6 1 8 1 3 9
1 0 . 8 4 6 . 9 3 9 . 7 2 0 . 5 2 1 . 1 6 0 . 2 %
7 7 . 8 % 6 4 . 1 % 5 2 . 1 % 4 7 . 1 % 0 1 .  4 Ï
3 . 2 3 . 1 1 . 3 - 4 . 5 - 3  . 1
D i s a g r e e 2 1 9 1 3 14 s 5 5
4 . 3 1 8 . 6 1 5 . 7 3 . 1 9 . 3 2 3 . 3 %
1 1 . 1 % 2 3 . 1 % 1 9 . 7 % 4 1 . 2 % 2 2 . 9 %
- 2 . 3 - .  5 - 2 . 7 5 . 9 - . 3
S t r o n g l y 0 0 5 1 6 1 3
D i s a g r e e 1 . 0 4 . 4 3 . 7 1 . 9 2 . 0 5 . 6 %
.0% . 0% 9 . 1 % 2 . 9 % 1 7 . 1 %
- 1 . 0 - 4 . 4 2 . 3 - . 9 4 . 0
C o l u m n 1 8 7 8 5 5 34 3 5  2 3 1
T o t a l 7 . 8 %  3 3 . 8 %  2 8 . 6 %  14 . 7 %  1 5 2% 1 0 0 . 0%
C h i - S q u a r e :  2 4 . 8 5 4  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 0 1 5
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Table L-19
CCSD Is Accountable for Its Educational Product bv Children Attending
CCSD Schools
C o u n t
E x p  V a l C h i l d r e n i n  C C S D  S c h o o l s
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l Y e s N o T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 9 1 5 2 4
A g r e e 8 . 5 1 5 . 5 9 . 8 %
1 0 . 3 % 9 . 4 %
. 5 - . 5
A g r e e 5 5 9 6 1 5 1
5 3 . 4 9 7 . 6 6 1 . 4 %
6 3 . 2 % 6 0 . 4 %
1 . 6 - 1 . 6
D i s a g r e e 2 0 3 8 5 8
2 0 . 5 3 7 . 5 2 3 . 6 %
2 3 . 0 % 2 3 . 9 %
- .  5 . 5
S t r o n g l y 3 1 0 1 3
D i s a g r e e 4 . 6 8 . 4 5 . 3 %
3 . 4 % 6 . 3 %
- 1 . 6 1 . 6
C o l u m n - 8 7 1 5 9 2 4 6
T o t a l 3 5 . 4 % 6 4 . 6 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  1 . 0 0 0  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 8 0 1
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
276
Table L-20
CCSD Ls Accountable for Its Educational Product bv Voting History
Count
Exp Val Active Voting History
Col Pet Row
Residual Yes No Total
Strongly 14 10 24
Agree 16.7 7.3 9.8%
8.2% 13.3%
-2.7 2.7
Agree 103 4 8 151
104 .8 46.2 61. 6%
60. 6% 64.0%
-1.8 1.8




Strongly 11 2 13
Disagree 9.0 4.0 5.3%
6.5% 2.7%
2.0 -2.0
Column 17 0 75 245
Total 69.4% 30.6% 100.0%
Chi-Square : 3.393 Significance : .344
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Table L-21
CCSD Allows Parent Input by Living Arrangements
Count
Exp Val Living Arrangements
Col Pet Row
Residual Own Rent Total
Strongly 15 11 26
Agree 17.9 8.1 10.8%
9.0% 14.7%
-2.9 2.9








Strongly 13 5 18
Disagree 12.4 5.6 7.5%
7.8% 6.7%
.6 -.6
Column 166 75 241
Total 68.9% 31.1% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 1.773 Significance: .620
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Table L-22
r.CSD Allows Parent Input bv Formai Education
Count Formal Education
Exp Val
Col Pot High Some College Post Row
Residual School College Graduate Graduate Total
Strongly 7 8 7 3 25
Agree 6.0 9.6 6.8 2.6 10.3%
12.1% 8.6% 10.6% 12.0%
1.0 -1.6 .2 .4
Agree 34 55 39 10 138
33.1 53.0 37.6 14.3 57.0%
58.6% 59.1% 59.1% 40.0%
.9 2.0 1.4 -4.3
Disagree 14 21 16 10 61
14.6 23.4 16.6 6.3 25.2%
24.1% 22.6% 24.2% 40.0%
— . 6 -2.4 -.6 3.7
Strongly 3 9 4 2 18
Disagree 4.3 6.9 4.9 1.9 7.4%
5.2% 9.7% 6.1% 8.0%
-1.3 2.1 -.9 .1
Column 58 93 66 25 242
Total 24.0% 38.4% 27.3% 10.3% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 5.611 Significance: .778
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Table L-23
CCSD Allows Parent Input bv Total Adult Household Income
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t
T o t a l  A d u l t  H o u s e h o l d  I n c o m e
R o w
R e s i d u a l 0 - 2 0  K 2 1 - 4 0  K 4 1 - 6 0  K 6 1 - 7 5  K + 7 5  K T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 1 9 8 5 3 2 6
A g r e e 2 . 1 8 . 6 7 . 5 3 . 8 3 . 9 1 1 . 2 %
5 . 3 % 1 1 . 7 % 1 1 . 9 % 1 4 . 7 % 8 . 6 %
- 1 . 1 . 4 . 5 1 . 2 - . 9
A g r e e 1 2 4 8 3 3 1 5 1 9 1 2 7
1 0 . 4 4 2 . 2 3 6 . 7 1 8 . 6 1 9 . 2 5 4 . 7 %
6 3 . 2 % 6 2 . 3 % 4 9 . 3 % 4 4 . 1 % 5 4 . 3 %
1 . 6 5 . 8 - 3 . 7 - 3 . 6 - . 2
D i s a g r e e 5 1 7 2 0 1 0 8 60
4 . 9 1 9 . 9 1 7 . 3 8 . 8 9 . 1 2 5 . 9 %
2 6 . 3 % 2 2 . 1 % 2 9 . 9 % 2 9 . 4 % 2 2 . 9 %
. 1 - 2 . 9 2 . 7 1 . 2 - 1 . 1
S t r o n g l y 1 3 6 4 5 19
D i s a g r e e 1 . 6 6 . 3 5 . 5 2 . 8 2 . 9 8 . 2 %
5 . 3 % 3 . 9 % 9 . 0 % 1 1 . 8 % 1 4 . 3 %
—. 6 - 3 . 3 . 5 1 . 2 2 . 1
C o l u m n 1 9 7 7 6 7 3 4 3 5  2 3 2
T o t a l 8 . 2 % 3 3 . 2 % 2 8 . 9 % 1 4 . 7 % 1 5 . 1 % 1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  8 . 5 9 0  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 7 3 7
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Table L-24
rc S D  Allows Parent Input bv Children Attending CCSD Schools
Count
Exp Val Children in CCSD Schools
Col Pet Row
Residual Yes No Total
Strongly 11 15 26
Agree 9.1 16.9 10.5%
12. 6% 9.3%
1.9 -1.9








Strongly 8 11 19
Disagree 6.7 12.3 7.7%
9.2% 6.8%
1.3 -1.3
Column 87 161 248
Total 35.1% 64.9% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 1.475 Significance: .687
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Table L-25
CCSD Allows Parent Input by Voting History
C o u n t
E x p  V a l A c t i v e  V o t i n g  H i s t o r y
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l Y e s N o T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 2 1 5 2 6
A g r e e 1 8 . 0 8 . 0 1 0 . 5 %
1 2 . 3 % 6 : 6 %
3 . 0 - 3 . 0
A g r e e 9 4 4 5 1 3 9
9 6 . 2 4 2 . 8 5 6 . 3 %
5 5 . 0 % 5 9 . 2 %
- 2 . 2 2 . 2
D i s a g r e e 4 1 2 2 6 3
4 3 . 6 1 9 . 4 2 5 . 5 %
2 4 . 0 % 2 8 . 9 %
- 2 . 6 2 . 6
S t r o n g l y 1 5 4 1 9
D i s a g r e e 1 3 . 2 5 . 8 7 . 7 %
8 . 8 % 5 . 3 %
1 . 8 - 1 . 8
C o l u m n 1 7 1 7 6 2 4 7
T o t a l 6 9 . 2 % 3 0 . 8 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  3 . 1 4 4  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 3 6 9
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Table L-26
CCSD Provides Information on Deconsolidation bv Living Arrangements
Count
Exp Val Living Arrangements
Col Pet Row
Residual Own Rent Total








Strongly 20 10 30
Disagree 20.4 9.6 13.4%
13.2% 13.9%
-.4 .4
Column 152 72 224
Total 67.9% 32.1% 100.0%
Chi-Square: .063 Significance: .968
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Table L-27
CCSD Provides Information on Deconsolidation bv Formai Education
Count Formal Education
Exp Val
Col Pet High Some College Post Row
Residual School College Graduate Graduate Total
Agree 22 34 11 4 71
17.8 27 .5 18.5 7.2 31.3%
38.6% 38.6% 18.6% 17.4%
4.2 6.5 -7.5 -3.2
Disagree 29 42 38 13 127
31. 9 49.2 33.0 12.9 55 . 9%
50. 9% 47.7% 64.4% 73.3%
-2.9 -7.2 5.0 5 .1
Strongly 5 12 10 1 29
Disagree 7.3 11.2 7.5 2.3 12.8%
10.5% 13. 6% 16.9% 4.3%
-1.3 .8 2.5 -1.9
Column 57 88 59 23 227
Total 25.1% 38.8% 26.0% 10.1% 100.0%
Ch:.-Square : 13 .414 Significance: .036
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Table L-28
CCSD Provides Information on Deconsolidation bv Total Adult Household
Income
C o u n t -
E x p  V a l T o t a l  A d u l t  H o u s e h o l d  I n c o m e
C o l  P e t R ow
R e s i d u a l 0 - 2 0  K 2 1 - 4 0  K 4 1 - 6 0  K 6 1 - 7 5  K + 7 5 K T o t a l
A g r e e 9 2 4 2 1 4 7 6 5
5 . 1 2 2 . 2 1 8 . 3 1 0 . 2 9 . 3 3 0 . 0 %
5 2 . 9 % 3 2 . 4 % 3 4 . 4 % 1 1 . 8 % 2 2 . 6 %
3 . 9 1 . 8 2 . 7 - 5 . 2 - 2 . 3
D i s a g r e e 7 3 8 3 7 2 5 1 5 1 2 2
9 . 6 4 1 . 6 3 4 . 3 1 9 . 1 1 7 . 4 5 6 . 2 %
4 1 . 2 % 5 1 . 4 % 6 0 . 7 % 7 3 . 5 % 4 8 . 4 %
- 2 . 6 - 3 . 6 2 . 7 5 . 9 - 2 . 4
S t r o n g l y 1 2 3 5 9 3 0
D i s a g r e e 2 . 4 1 0 . 2 8 . 4 4 . 7 4 . 3 1 3 . 8 %
5 . 9 % 1 6 . 2 % 4 . 9 % 1 4 . 7 % 2 9 . 0 %
- 1 . 4 1 . 3 - 5 . 4 . 3 4 . 7
C o l u n n 17 7 4 6 1 34 2 1  2 1 7
T o t a l 7 . 8 %  3 4 . 1 %  2 8 . 1 %  1 5 . 7 % 1 4 3% 1 0 0 . 0%
C h i - S q u a r e :  2 1 . 0 2 3  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 0 0 7
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Table L-29
CCSD Provides Information on Deconsolidation bv Children Attending .CCSD
Schools
Count
Exp Val Children in CCSD Schools
Col Pet Row
Residual Yes No Total
Agree 20 52 72
26.2 4 5.8 31.2%
23.8% 35.4%
-6.2 6.2
Disagree 49 79 128
4 6.5 81.5 55.4%
53.3% 53.7%
2.5 -2.5
Strongly 15 16 31
Disagree 11.3 19.7 13.4%
17.9% 10.9%
3.7 -3.7
Column 84 147 231
Total 36.4% 63.6% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 4.433 Significance: .108
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Table L-30
CC.S.D Provides Information on Deconsolidation bv Voting History
Count
Exp Val Active Voting History
Col Pet Row
Residual Yes No Total
Agree 48 24 72
49. 5 22.5 31.3%
30.4% 33.3%
-1.5 1.5
Disagree 88 40 128
87.9 40.1 55 . 7%
55.7% 55.6%
. 1 -.1
Strongly 22 8 30
Disagree 20.6 9.4 13.0%
13.9% .11.1%
1.4 -1.4
Column 158 72 230
Total 68.7% 31.3% 100.0%
Chi-Square: .438 Significance: .803
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APPENDIX M 
CROSSTABULATIONS, CHI-SQUARES. 
AND STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE: 
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Table M-1
neconsolidaTinn Would Improve CCSD Education bv Living Arrangements
C o u n t
E x p  V a l L i v i n g  A r r a n g e m e n t s
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l O w n R e n t T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 2 2 1 4 3 6
A g r e e 2 4 . 7 1 1 . 3 1 5 . 3 %
1 3  . 6 % 1 8  . 9 %
- 2  . 7 2  . 7
A g r e e 8 2 3 6 1 1 8
8 1 . 0 3 7  . 0 5 0  . 0 %
5 0  . 6 % 4 8  . 6 %
1 . 0 - 1 .  0
D i s a g r e e 4 8 2 4 7 2
4 9 . 4 2 2  . 6 3 0 . 5 %
2 9 . 6 % 3 2 . 4 %
- 1 . 4 1 . 4
S t r o n g l y 1 0 0 1 0
D i s a g r e e 6  . 9 3  . 1 4 . 2 %
6 . 2 % . 0 %
3 . 1 - 3  . 1
C o l u m n 1 6 2 7 4 2 3 6
T o t a l 6 8  . 6 % 3 1 . 4 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  5 . 6 8 7  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 1 2 7
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Strongly 8 12 9 6 35
Agree 7 . 9 13 . 6 9.8 3 .7 14 . 8%
15.1% 13.0% 13.6% 24 . 0%
. 1 -1.6 - . 8 2.3
Agree 23 56 27 12 118
26.5 46 . 0 33 . 0 12 . 5 50 . 0%
43 .4% 60 . 9% 40 . 9% 48 .0%
-3 .5 10 . 0 -6.0 - . 5
L Isagree 22 19 26 6 73
16.4 28 . 5 20.4 7.7 30.9%
41.5% 20 . 7% 39.4% 24 . 0%
5.6 -9 . 5 5 . 6 -1.7
Strongly 0 5 4 1 10
Disagree 2.2 3 . 9 2 . 8 1.1 4.2%
. 0% 5 .4% 6 .1% 4 . 0%
-2.2 1 .1 1.2 - . 1
Column 53 92 66 25 236
Total 22.5% 39.0% 28.0%- 10.6% 100.0%
Ch.L-Square : 15.482 Significance: .078
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Table M-3
nprnn.oliHation Would Improve CCSD Education bv Total Adult Household
Income
C o u n t
E x p  V a l T o t a l  A d u l t H o u s e h o l d  I n c o m e
C o l  P e t Row
R e s i d u a l 0 - 2 0  K 2 1 - 4 0  K 4 1 - 6 0  K 6 1 - 7 5  K + 7 5  K T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 2 a 1 1 4 9 34
A g r e e 2 . 5 1 1 . 7 9 . 6 4 . 9 5 . 2 1 5 . 0 %
1 1 . 3 % 1 0 . 3 % 1 7 . 2 % 1 2 . 1 % 2 5 . 7 %
-  . 5 - 3 . 7 1 . 4 -  . 9 3 . 3
A g r e e 10 43 3 0 13 1 1 2
8 . 4 3 8 . 5 3 1 . 6 1 6 . 3 1 7 . 3 4 9 . 3 %
5 8 . 8 % 5 5 . 1 % 4 6 . 9 % 3 3 . 3 % 5 1 . 4 %
1 . 6 4 . 5 - 1 . 6 - 5 . 3 . 7
D i s a g r e e 5 26 1 9 16 6 72
5 . 4 2 4 . 7 2 0 . 3 1 0  . 5 1 1  . 1 3 1 . 7 %
2 9 . 4 % 33 .3% 2 9  . 7% 4 3 .5% 1 7 . 1 %
-  . 4 1 .  3 - 1 . 3 5 . 5 - 5 . 1
S t r o n g l y 0 4 2 2 9
D i s a g r e e . 7 3 . 1 2 . 5 1 . 3 1 . 4 4 .0%
.0% 1 . 3 % 6 . 3 % 5 . 1 % 5 . 7 %
-  . 7 - 2 . 1 1 . 5 . 7 . 6
C o l u m n 1 7 78 6 4 33 3 5  2 2 7
T o t a l 7 . 5 %  3 4 . 4 %  2 8 . 2 %  1 4 .5% 1 5 . 4% 1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  1 5 . 0 3 6  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 1 3 9
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Table M-4
Deconsolidation Would Improve CCSD Education bv Children Attending
CCSD Schools
Count
Exp Val Children in CCSD Schools
Col Pet Row
Residual Yes No Total
Strongly 13 24 37
Agree 12 . 5 24 . 5 15 .3%
15.9% 15 . 0%
. 5 - . 5
Agree 45 76 121
41. 0 80 . 0 50 . 0%
54 . 9% 47 . 5%
4 . 0 -4 . 0
Disagree 20 54 74
25 .1 48 . 9 30 . 6%
24 .4% 33 .8%
-5 .1 5 .1
Strongly 4 6 10
Disagree 3 .4 6 . 6 4 . 1%
4 . 9% 3 . 8%
. 6 - . 6
Column 82 160 242
Total 33 . 9% 66.1% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 2.336 Significance: .505
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Table M-5
Deconsolidation Would Improve CCSD Education bv Voting History
C o u n t
E x p  V a l A c t i v e  V o t i n g  H i s t o r y
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l Y e s N o T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 2 7 9 3 6
A g r e e 2 5 . 4 1 0  . 6 1 4  . 9 %
1 5  . 9 % 1 2  . 7 %
1 .  6 - 1 . 6
A g r e e 8 3 3 8 1 2 1
8 5 . 4 3 5 . 6 5 0  . 2 %
4 8  . 8 % 5 3 . 5 %
- 2 . 4 2  . 4
D i s a g r e e 5 0 2 4 7 4
5 2  . 2 2 1 .  8 3 0 . 7 %
2 9 . 4 % 3 3  . 8 %
- 2  . 2 2 . 2
S t r o n g l y 1 0 0 1 0
D i s a g r e e 7  . 1 2  . 9 4  . 1 %
5  . 9% . 0%
2  . 9 - 2  . 9
C o l u m n 1 7 0 7 1 2 4 1
T o t a l 7 0  . 5% 2 9 . 5 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  5 . 0 5 5  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 1 6 7
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Table M-6
P r n v p n  Financial Ability fnr DeconsoHdafinn bv T.ivinp Arrangements
Count
Exp Val Living Arangeraents
Col Pet Row
Residual Own Rent Total
Strongly 57 23 80
Agree 55 .2 24 . 8 33 .1%
34.1% 30 . 7%
1.8 -1.8
Agree 97 49 146
100 .8 45 .2 60 . 3%
58.1% 65 .3%
-3 . 8 3 . 8
Disagree 13 3 16
11. 0 5 . 0 6.6%
7.8% 4 . 0%
2 . 0 — 2.0
Column 167 75 242
Total 69.0% 31.0% 100.0%
Chi-Sqûare: 1.759 Significance: .414
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Table M-7

















Strongly 19 31 23 9 82
Agree 19.8 31.3 22 .2 8 . 7 33.6%
32.2% 33.3% 34.8% 34.6%
-.8 - .3 .8 .3
Agree 37 55 38 16 146
35 .3 55.6 39.5 15.6 59.8%
62.7% 59.1% 57.6% 61.5%
1.7 - . 6 -1.5 .4
Disagree 3 7 5 1 16
3.9 6.1 4.3 1.7 6.6%
5.1% 7.5% 7.6% 3 .8%
- . 9 . 9 .7 - .7
Column 59 93 66 26 244
Total 24.2% 38.1% 27.0% 10.7% 100.0%
Chi-Square: .957 Significance: .987
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Table M-8
Proven Financial Ability for Deconsolidation bv Total Adult Household
Income
C o u n t
E x p  V a l T o t a l  A d u l t  H o u s e h o l d  I n c o m e
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l 0 - 2 0  K 2 1 - 4 0  K 4 1 - 6 0  K 6 1 - 7 5  K + 7 5  K T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 7 2 2 2 6 1 1 1 3 7 9
A g r e e 6 . 4 2 6 . 4 2 2 . 4 1 1 . 9 1 1 . 9 3 3 . 9 %
3 6 . 8 % 2 8 . 2 % 3 9 . 4 % 3 1 . 4 % 3 7 . 1 %
. 6 - 4 . 4 3 . 6 - . 9 1 . 1
A g r e e 1 0 5 2 3 5 2 1 2 0 1 3 8
1 1 . 3 4 6 . 2 3 9 . 1 2 0 . 7 2 0 . 7 5 9 . 2 %
5 2 . 6 % 6 6 . 7 % 5 3 . 0 % 6 0 . 0 % 5 7 . 1 %
- 1 . 3 5 . 8 - 4 . 1 . 3 -  . 7
D i s a g r e e 2 4 5 3 2 1 6
1 . 3 5 . 4 4 . 5 2 . 4 2 . 4 6 . 9 %
1 0 . 5 % 5 . 1 % 7 . 6 % 8 . 6 % 5 . 7 %
. 7 - 1 . 4 . 5 . 6 -  . 4
C o l u m n 1 9 7 8 6 6 3 5 3 5 2 3 3
T o t a l 8 . 2 % 3 3 . 5 % 2 8 . 3 % 1 5 . 0 % 1 5 . 0 %  1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  3 . 8 5 7  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 8 6 9
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Table M-9
Proven Financial Ability for Deconsolidation bv Children Attending CCSD
Schools
Count
Exp Val Children in CCSD Schoools
Col Pet Row
Residual Yes No Total
Strongly 28 55 83
Agree . 28.7 54.3 33.3%
32 . 6% 33 .7%
- .7 .7
Agree 54 95 149
51.5 97.5 59 . 8%
62 . 8% 58 .3%
2.5 -2.5
Disagree 4 13 17
- 5.9 11.1 6 . 8%
4 . 7% 8.0%
-1. 9 1.9
Column 86 163 249
Total 34 .5% 65.5% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 1.126 Significance: .569
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Table M-10
Proven Financial Ability for Deconsolidation bv Voting History
Count
Exp Val Active Voting History
Col Pet Row
Residual Yes No Total
Strongly 60 23 83
Agree 57.2 25 . 8 33 . 5%
35.1% . 29 . 9%
2 . 8 -2 . 8
Agree 99 50 149
102.7 • 46 .3 60 .1%
57.9% 64 . 9%
-3.7 3.7
Disagree 12 4 16
11.0 5 . 0 6.5%
7.0% 5.2%
1.0 -1.0
Column 171 77 248
Total 69 . 0% 31.0% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 1.143 Significance: .564
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Table M-11







Residual Own Rent Total
Strongly 26 14 40
Agree 27 .4 12 .6 16.5%
15.7% 18.4%
-1.4 1.4
Agree 75 39 114
78 .2 35 . 8 47.1%
45 .2% 51.3%
-3 .2 3 .2
Disagree 56 16 72
49 .4 22.6 29 . 8%
33.7% 21.1%
6.6 -6.6
Strongly 9 7 16
Disagree 11.0 5.0 6.6%
5.4% 9.2%
-2 . 0 2 . 0
Column 166 76 242
Total 6 8 . 6 % 31.4% 100 . 0%
Chi-Square: 4.606 Significance: .202
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Table M-12

















Strongly 11 15 9 5 40
Agree 9.5 15 .'3 10.9 4.3 16.5%
19.0% 16.1% 13.6% 19.2%
1.5 - .3 -1.9 .7
Agree 37 45 25 8 115
27 .4 44.0 31.2 12.3 47.3%
63.8% 48.4% 37.9% 30.8%
9.6 1.0 -6.2 -4.3
Disagree 9 25 28 11 73
17.4 27 .9 19.8 7.8 30.0%
15.5% 26.9% 42.4% 42.3%
-8.4 -2.9 8.2 3 .2
Strongly 1 8 4 2 15
Disagree 3.6 5.7 4.1 1.6 6.2%
1.7% 8.6% 6.1% 7.7%
-2.6 2.3 - . 1 .4
Column 58 93 66 26 243
Total 23.9% 38.3% 27.2% 10.7% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 18.664 Significance: .028
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Table M-13
Racial Distributions Maintained During Deconsolidation by Total Adult
Household Income
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t
T o t a l  A d u l t  H o u s e h o l d  I n c o m e
R o w
R e s i d u a l 0 - 2 0  K 2 1 - 4 0  K 4 1 - 6 0  K 6 1 - 7 5  K + 7 5  K T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 1 13 1 1 7 5 3 7
A g r e e 3 . 0 1 2 . 5 1 0 . 5 5 . 6 5 . 4 1 5 . 9 %
5 . 3 % 1 6 . 5 % 1 6 . 7 % 2 0 . 0 % 1 4 . 7 %
- 2 . 0 . 5 . 5 1 . 4 -  . 4
A g r e e 1 2 4 0 3 3 13 1 2 1 1 0
9 . 0 3 7 . 3 3 1 . 2 1 6 . 5 1 6 . 1 4 7 . 2 %
6 3 . 2 % 5 0 . 6 % 5 0 . 0 % 3 7 . 1 % 3 5 . 3 %
3 . 0 2 . 7 1 . 8 - 3 . 5 - 4 . 1
D i s a g r e e 5 2 3 1 6 14 1 2 7 0
5 . 7 2 3 . 7 1 9 . 8 1 0 . 5 1 0 . 2 3 0 . 0 %
2 6 . 3 % 2 9 . 1 % 2 4 . 2 % 4 0 . 0 % 3 5 . 3 %
-  . 7 -  . 7 - 3 . 8 3 . 5 1 . 8
S t r o n g l y 1 3 6 1 5 1 6
D i s a g r e e 1 . 3 5 . 4 4 . 5 2 . 4 2 . 3 6 . 9 %
5 . 3 % 3 . 8 % 9 . 1 % 2 . 9 % 1 4 . 7 %
-  . 3 - 2 . 4 1 . 5 - 1 . 4 2 . 7
C o l u m n 1 9 7 9 6 6 3 5 3 4  23 3
T o t a l 8 . 2 % 3 3 . 9 % 2 8 . 3 % 1 5 . 0 % 1 4 . 6 % 1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  1 2 . 7 0 6  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 3 9 0
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Table M-14
Racial Distributions Maintained During Deconsolidation by Children 
Attending CCSD Schools
Count
Exp Val Children in CCSD Schools
Col Pet Row
Residual Yes No Total
Strongly 16 25 41
Agree 14.2 26 . 8 16.5%
18.6% 15.3%
1.8 -1.8




Disagree 25 48 73
25 .2 47 . 8 29.3%
29.1% 29.4%
- .2 .2
Strongly 4 13 17
Disagree 5.9 11.1 6 . 8%
4.7% 8.0%
-1.9 1.9
Column 86 163 249
Total 34.5% 65.5% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 1.281 Significance: .733
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Table M-15






Residual Yes No Total
Strongly 35 6 41
Agree 28 .3 12.7 16 . 5%
20.5% 7.8%
6.7 -6.7
Agree 73 45 118
81.4 36.6 47 . 6%
42.7% 58.4%
-8.4 8.4
Disagree 52 21 73
50.3 22 . 7 29.4%
30.4% 27.3%
1.7 -1.7
Strongly 11 5 16
Disagree 11.0 5 . 0 6.5%
6.4% 6.5%
. 0 .0
Column 171 77 248
Total 69.0% 31.0% 1 0 0 . 0 %
Chi-Square: 8.106 Significance : .043
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Table M-16
Community Integrities Maintained During Deconsolidation, by Living
Arrangements
Count
Exp Val Living Arrangements
Col Pet Row
Residual Own Rent Total
Strongly 39 19 58
Agree 39.7 18.3 24.4%
23.9% 25.3%
- .7 . 7
Agree 113 52 165
113.0 52 . 0 69.3%
69.3% 69.3%
.0 . 0
Disagree 11 4 15
10.3 4.7 6.3%
6 . 7% 5.3%
. 7 - . 7
Column 163 75 238
Total 68.5% 31.5% 100.0%
Chi-Square: .204 Significance: .902
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Table M-17


















Strongly 14 23 15 6 58
Agree 14.1 22.6 15.5 5.8 24.3%
24.1% 24.7% 23.4% 25.0%
- .1 .4 - .5 .2
Agree 42 63 46 15 166
40 .3 64.6 44.5 16.7 69.5%
72.4% 67.7% 71.9% 62.5%
1.7 -1.6 1.5 -1.7
Disagree 2 7 3 3 15
3 .6 5.8 4.0 1.5 6.3%
3.4% 7.5% 4.7% 12.5%
-1.6 1.2 -1.0 1.5
Column 58 93 64 24 239
Total 24.3% 38.9% 26.8% 10.0% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 3.075 Significance: .799
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Table M-18
Community Integrities Maintained During Deconsolidation by Total .Adujt
Household Income
C o u n t
E x p  V a l T o t a l  A d u l t  H o u s e h o l d  I n c o m e
C o l  P e t R o w
R e s i d u a l 0 - 2 0  K 2 1 - 4 0  K 4 1 - 6 0  K 6 1 - 7 5  K + 7 5  K T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 2 1 5 1 9 8 1 2 5 6
A g r e e 4 . 4 1 9 . 1 1 5 . 7 8 . 3 8 . 6 2 4 . 5 %
1 1 . 1 % 1 9 . 2 % 2 9 . 7 % 2 3 . 5 % 3 4 . 3 %
- 2 . 4 - 4 . 1 3 . 3 -  . 3 3 . 4
A g r e e 1 5 5 7 4 1 2 4 2 1 1 5 8
1 2 . 4 5 3  . 8 4 4 . 2 2 3  . 5 2 4 . 1 6 9 . 0 %
8 3 . 3 % 7 3 . 1 % 6 4 . 1 % 7 0 . 6 % 6 0 . 0 %
2 . 6 3 . 2 - 3 . 2 . 5 - 3  . 1
D i s a g r e e 1 6 4 2 2 1 5
1 . 2 5 . 1 4 . 2 2 . 2 2 . 3 6 . 6 %
5 . 6 % 7 . 7 % 6 . 3 % 5 . 9 % 5 . 7 %
-  . 2 . 9 - . 2 -  . 2 -  . 3
C o l u m n 1 8 7 8 6 4 3 4 3 5 2 2 9
T o t a l 7 . 9 % 3 4 . 1 % 2 7 . 9 % 1 4 . 8 % 1 5 . 3 % 100 . 0%
C h i - S q u a r e :  5 . 9 1 8  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 5 5 6
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Table M-19
Cnmmuniry Integrities Maintained During Deconsolidation bv Children
Attending CCSD Schools
Count
Exp Val Children in CCSD Schools
Col Pet Row
Residual Yes No Total
Strongly 23 36 59
Agree 20.7 38.3 24 . 1%
26.7% 22.6%
2.3 -2.3
Agree 59 112 171
60 . 0 111.0 69 . 8%
68 .6% 70 .4%
-1.0 1. 0
Disagree 4 11 15
5.3 9 . 7 6.1%
4.7% 6 . 9%
-1.3 1. 3
Column 86 159 245
Total 35.1% 64.-9% 100.0%
Chi-Square : .5=5 Significar.ce: .642
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Table M-20
Community Integrities Maintained During Deconsolidation by Voting History
Count:
Exp Val Active Voting History
Col Pet Row
Residual Yes No Total
Strongly 47 12 59
Agree 40.6 18.4 24.2%
. 28.0% 15.8%
6.4 -6.4
Agree 112 58 170
117.0 53 .0 69.7%
66.7% 76.3%
-5.0 5.0
Disagree S 6 15
10.3 4 . 7 6 . 1%
5.4% 7 . 9%
-1.3 1.3
Column 168 76 244
Total 68 . S'- 31.1^ 100 . O'-
Chi-Square: 4.461 Significance: .107
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Residual Own Rent Total
Strongly 17 7 24
Agree 16.6 7.4 9 . 9%
10.2% 9.3%
.4 - .4
Agree 72 48 120
82 . 8 37.2 49.6%
43 .1% 64.0%
-10 . 8 10 . 8
Disagree 54 18 72
49 . 7 22.3 29.8%
32.3% 24 . 0%
4.3 -4.3
Strongly 24 2 26
Disagree 17 . 9 8.1 10.7%
14.4% 2.7%
6 .1 -6 .1
Column 167 75 242
Total 69.0% 31.0% 100 . O'-
Chi-Square: 12.398 Significance: .006
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Table M-22

















Strongly 4 11 6 4 25
Agree 6.0 9.7 6.7 2.7 10.3%
6 . 9% 11.7% 9.2% 15.4%
-2 . 0 1.3 - .7 1.3
Agree 34 44 30 12 120
28.6 46.4 32.1 12 . 8 49.4%
58.6% 46.8% 46.2% 46.2%
5.4 -2.4 -2.1 - .8
Disagree 19 30 17 7 73
17.4 28.2 19.5 7 . 8 30.0%
32.8% 31.9% 26.2% 26.9%
1.6 1. 8 -2.5 - .8
Strongly 1 9 12 3 25
Disagree 6.0 9.7 6.7 2.7 10.3%
1.7% 9.6% 18.5% 11.5%
-5.0 - . 7 5.3 .3
Column 58 94 65 26 243
Total 23 . 9% 38.7% 26.7% 10.7% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 11.983 Significance: .214
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Table M-23
Willing to Pay More Taxes for Deconsolidation bv Total Adult Household
Income
C o u n t  
E x p  V a l  
C o l  P e t  
R e s i d u a l
T
0 - 2 0  K
o t a l  A d u l  
2 1 - 4 0  K
t  H o u s e h o l  
4 1 - 6 0  K
d  I n c o m e  
6 1 - 7 5  K + 7 5  K
R o w
T o t a l
S t r o n g l y 0 7 8 4 3 2 2
A g r e e 1 . 8 7 . 5 6 . 1 3 . 3 3 . 3 9 . 4 %
. 0 % 8 . 9 % 1 2 . 3 % 1 1 . 4 % 8 . 6 %
- 1 . 8 - . 5 1 . 9 . 7 -  . 3
A g r e e 1 2 4 0 3 7 1 2 1 8 1 1 9
9 . 7 4 0 . 3 3 3  . 2 1 7 . 9 1 7 . 9 5 1 . 1 %
6 3 . 2 % 5 0 . 6 % 5 6 . 9 % 3 4 . 3 % 5 1 . 4 %
2 . 3 -  . 3 3 . 8 - 5 . 9 . 1
D i s a g r e e 7 2 6 1 4 1 3 8 6 8
5 . 5 2 3  . 1 1 9 . 0 1 0 . 2 1 0 . 2 2 9 . 2 %
3 5 . 8 % 3 2 . 9 % 2 1 . 5 % 3 7 . 1 % 2 2 . 9 %
1 . 5 2 . 9 - 5 . 0 2 . 8 - 2 . 2
S t r o n g l y 0 6 6 6 6 2 4
D i s a g r e e 2 . 0 8 . 1 6 . 7 3 . 6 3 . 5 1 0 . 3 %
. 0 % 7 . 6 % 9 . 2 % 1 7 . 1 % 1 7 . 1 %
- 2 . 0 - 2 . 1 -  . 7 2 . 4 2 . 4
C o l u m n 1 9 7 9 6 5 3 5 3 5 2 3 3
T o t a l 8 . 2 % 3 3 . 9 % ’ 7 . 9 % 1 5 . 0 % 1 5 . 0 % 1 0 0 . 0 %
C h i - S q u a r e :  1 4 . 5 4 7  S i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 2 S 7
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Table M-24
Willing to Pay More Taxes for Deconsolidation bv Children Attending CCSD
Schools
Count
Exp Val Children in CCSD Schools
Col Pet Row
Residual Yes No Total
Strongly 7 18 25
Agree 8.6 16.4 10.0%
8 .1% 11.0%
-1.6 1. 6
Agree 51 72 123
42 .5 80.5 49.4%
59.3% 44.2%
8.5 -8.5
Disagree 21 54 75
25 . 9 49 .1 30.1%
24 .4% 33 .1%
-4 . 9 4 . 9
Strongly 7 19 26
Disagree 9.0 17.0 10.4%
8.1% 11.7%
-2.0 2 . 0
Column 86 163 249
Total 34.5% 65.5% 100.0%
Chi-Scjuare: 5.166 Significance: .159
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Table M-25
Willing to P«v More Taxes for Deconsolidation bv Voting History
Count
Exp Val Active Voting History
Col Pet Row
Residual Yes No Total
Strongly 21 4 25
Agree 17 .3 7.7 10 .1%
12 .2% 5.3%
3.7 -3 . 7
Agree 80 43 123
85.3 37 . 7 49 .6%
46 .5% 56.6%
-5.3 5.3
Disagree 54 20 74
51.3 22 .7 29 . 8%
31.4% 26.3%
2 . 7 -2 . 7
Strongly 17 9 26
Disagree 18 . 0 8 . 0 10 .5%
9 . 9% 11.8%
-1.0 1. 0
Column 172 76 248
Total 69.4% 30.6% 100.0%
Chi-Square: 4.248 Significance: .235
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Memo Concerning Human Subject Protocol
UNTV
U M V E T ^ S l T V  O f  N E V A D A  I A S  V f G A S
DA T E:  J u l y  2 ,  1 9 9 6
T O :  M a t t h e w  M.  L u s k  (EAHE)
M / S  3 0 0 2  
O  V i i v 0
FROM: / ' . R F -  W i l l i a m  E .  S c h u l z e ,  D i r e c t o r
O f f i c e  o f  S p o n s o r e d  P r o g r a m s  ( X 1 3  5 7 )f
R E: S t a t u s  o f  H um an S u b j e c t  P r o t o c o l  E n t i t l e d :
" P u b l i c  O p i n i o n  o n  t h e  D e c o n s o l i d a t i o n  o f  t h e  C l a r k  
C o u n t y  S c h o o l  D i s t r i c t  -  1 9 9 6 "
O S P  # 3 0 3 s 0 7 9 6 - 0 4 6 e
T h e  p r o t o c o l  f o r  t h e  p r o j e c t  r e f e r e n c e d  a b o v e  h a s  b e e n  r e v i e w e d  b y  
t h e  O f f i c e  o f  S p o n s o r e d  P r o g r a m s  a n d  i t  h a s  b e e n  d e t e r m i n e d  t h a t  i t  
m e e t s  t h e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  e x e m p t i o n  f r o m  f u l l  r e v i e w  b y  t h e  UNLV h u m a n  
s u b j e c t s  I n s t i t u t i o n a l  R e v i e w  B o a r d .  E x c e p t  f o r  a n y  r e q u i r e d  
c o n d i t i o n s  o r  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  n o t e d  b e l o w ,  t h i s  p r o t o c o l  i s  a p p r o v e d  
f o r  a  p e r i o d  o f  o n e  y e a r  f r o m  t h e  d a t e  o f  t h i s  n o t i f i c a t i o n ,  a n d  
w o r k  o n  t h e  p r o j e c t  m a y  p r o c e e d .
S h o u l d  t h e  u s e  o f  h u m a n  s u b j e c t s  d e s c r i b e d  i n  t h i s  p r o t o c o l  
c o n t i n u e  b e y o n d  a  y e a r  f r o m  t h e  d a t e  o f  t h i s  n o t i f i c a t i o n ,  i t  w i l l  
b e  n e c e s s a r y  t o  r e q u e s t  a n  e x t e n s i o n .
c c : T .  L y o n s - J o r d a n  ( E A H E - 3 0 0 2 )
O S P  F i l e
Office of SoonsofeO Program s 
4505 Marylancl Parkway • Box 451037 •  Las Vegas. Nevaoa 89154-1037 
(702) 895-1357 • FAX (702) 895-4242
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